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OBSERVATIONS 
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A Conſiderable ſpace of time has now elapſed, 
ſince the Committee elected to guard our intereſts * 
propoſed a form of oath to our conſideration, and 
aſſerted the expediency of adopting it into an act 
of Parliament, which ſhould eſtabliſh it for ever as 


* Tt muſt be obſerved, that however reſpectable the 
perſons who conſtitute the catholic Committee are, they 
were elected only by a part of the catholic gentry and 
clergy, and of courſe can be ſaid to repreſent only them. 
A confiderable number of gentlemen of rank and for. 
tune diſapproved the meaſure of eſtabliſhing a Com- 
mittee, many have conſtantly refuſed to treat with them, 
and at preſent the greateſt proportion of the gentry, and 
far the largeſt of the clergy, not to mention perſons of 
middle rank, ſtrongly diſapprove their actual proceedings 
relative to the oath, 55 


1 -: a teſt 


"Sh oY 

a teſt of catholic loyalty to our gracious Sovereign, 
It is well known that the Britiſh Empire contains 
not a ſingle Roman Catholic who does not loudly 
acknowledge his obligation and willingneſs to teſtify 
his allegiance to the eſtabliſhed government by the 
ſanction of an oath, and it is equally true, that the 
proſpett of the oath recommended by the Committee 
has diſunited the catholic body and torn it into two 
factions, of which one conſiders the propoſed teſt as 
an adequate expreſſion of the loyalty which all avow, 
and the other regards it as an equivalent ſurrender 
of their religion. The general tendency, the clauſes 
and words of this oath have been canvaſſed in every 
catholic family of note throughout the nation, 
while the bulk of the Roman Catholics, whoſe ſitua- 
tion in the middle and lower ranks of life precludes 
them from much information on the ſubject, are 
waiting the ultimate deciſion of the gentry and clergy 
upon a point, of which they feel themſelves to be 
incompetent judges. Much has been ſaid to diſcre- 
ditand to vindicate the oath, but, as it frequently 
falls out in party-diſcuſſions, the general argument 
has been too much involved in perſonalities and the 
intrinſic merit of the oath has perhaps been leſs con- 
ſidered than the ſteps which led to the formation of 
it; not ſo much the oath as the conduct of the Com- 
mittee has been the ſubject of warm animadverſions, 
anſwers and replies. In this controverſy on prelimi- 
naries, facts have been aſſerted by the opponents of 
the oath, they have been poſitively denied by its 
abettors, mutual complaints of miſ-apprehenſions 
and myſ-repreſentations have been circulated, the real 
| i ar 


E 
or ſuppoſed views of individuals have been impeach- 
ed and defended; but the ſeveral clauſes of the oath 
have been but once publicly vindicated and but once 
publicly arraigned. Peace and praiſe be to them all, 


ſince all appear to act from a conviction of the rec- 


titude of their reſpective cauſe, and I have no reaſon 
to impute malevolence or ſiniſter motives to any of 
the combatants. A deſign of leading one's brethren 
into error ina concern of the utmoſt conſequence is 
a charge too heavy to be imputed to any man with- 
out the cleareſt proofs, and the facts which have oc- 
caſioned ſo much controverſy happened at too great 
a diſtance from me to come within the reach of 
clear and diſtin viſion. I have not been once con- 
ſulted upon the propriety of any meaſure which 


| has been adopted, I have not aſſiſted at a ſingle meet- 
ing or debate upon the buſineſs, my attention has 


been ſolely fixed upon the merit of the oath itſelf; 


and as this has been long ſince made public by the 


Committee and materially concerns us all, it is cer- 
tainly become a fair ſubje& of public diſcuſſion. It 
may be preſumed on one hand that the addreſs of 
the Committee contains the beſt apology for it that 
can be made, and it is certain on the other that the 
reverend gentleman who has attacked it may fairly 
boaſt that his arguments hitherto remain unanſwer- 
ed. To me, I confeſs it, many of them appear con- 
clufive*, and if I preſume to reproduce them be- 
fore the public, it is becaufe, as he has well obſerv. 
ed, it is the buſineſs of every Catholic to ſtand forth 


+ Ses Dialogue, from p. 30. to the end: 
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in defence of truth, and in the preſent critical mo- 
ment truth muſt not only be told, it muſt be re- 
peated. Neither can any one reaſonably complain, 
if allowing him the merit of upright intentions, I 
blame his want of diſcernment, his imprudence or 
his inconſequent reaſoning, becauſe whenever men - 


rr 


diſagree in opinion, it is neceſſary that either the 
| | | reality or the appearance of theſe defects ſhould 
= ground the diverſity of judgments which are paſſed 
by different perſons upon the ſame matter. If every 
| man deduced the ſame inference from admitted pre- 
miſes, no variety of opinion or judgment could poſ- 
| ſibly exiſt, and in a debate upon a doubtful point it 
W - canbe no affront to tell my opponent that he 1s a 
bad logician. This does not impeach the qualities 
of his beart, it merely points out an effect of that 
occaFonal weakneſs of underſtanding which is the 
appendage of mortality, it leaves him in full poſlef- 
lion of his religion, of his virtue, and even of his 
ſtock of acquired knowledge, Far be it from me to 
Hue patents of ignorance, bigotry or enthuſiaſm to 
a neighbor, becauſe in a conteſted point I find his 
name in the liſt of my opponents. I will, on the 
contrary, preſume his good intentions, I will reſpect 
his zeal and Iwill try to detect his miſtake. Bigotry 
is the diſtemper of undifcerning minds ſtrongly im- 
preſſed with religion; enthuſiaſm marks an active 
and ſenſible mind ad uated by ſome powerful inte- 
reſt; and ignorance, ever attended by obſtinacy, 
haſtens to decide without having examined the ar- 
guments which ſupport each fide of the diſputed 
queſtion, It has been afferted that ignorant bigots 
| and 
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and enthuſiaſts have intruded themſelves upon the 
matter which now divides the Roman Catholics; I 
know them not, but if they exiſt, they will probably 
be found in the middle claſſes of ſociety for whom 
theſe obſervations are principally deſigned, and ſober 
reaſon will ever deem. it a taſk worthy of her own 
excellence to inſtruct the ignorant, to enlighten the 
bigot, and to fetch down the enthuſiaſt from the 
ſummit of his airy flights. 

The criſis is now approaching in which every 
Roman Catholic in the Britiſh Empire muſt ulti- 
mately take a deciſive reſolution upon a matter the 
moſt weighty which has been ſubmitted to him fince 
the catholic religion has been driven from the 
| throne and from the altars of this kingdom. An 
oath is propounded to them, the lawfulneſs of which 
is at leaft dubious, and it places them in the cruel 
alternative of rifking their religion and conſcience, 
or of forfeiting their honour and charactei of loyal 
lubjects; it even expoſes them to the vengeance of 
the almoſt abrogated penal Rtatutes, the revival of 
which may be thought the deſerved portion of Re- 
cuſants, if ſtupid bigotry or mad enthuſiaſm ſhould 
impel them to reject the proferred favour of an in- 
dulgent government. Conſcience and their deareſt 
intereſts are here ſet at variance; for next to the 
concern of eternal ſalvation, the good opinion of 
their ſovereign and countrymen is the intereſt which 
lays neareſt to their hearts. With one voice they all 
proclaim their readineſs to accept a teſt expreſſive 
of the moſt unlimited civil allegiance, and they here 
foreſee the loſs of reputation and of civil emolu- 

ments 
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ments attached to their refuſal of an oath, which 
ſets their conſcience in a tremor while they wiſh to 
preſs it to their hearts. Their diſtreſs is ſtill increa- 
ſed, when they conſider that this doubtful teſt is not 
preſented to them by avowed enemies of their faith ; 
neither Cecils nor Walſinghams now exiſt to purſue 
their deſtruction by the ſucceſſive means of halters, 
fictitious plots and captious oaths; 1t is framed, it 
1s offered by noblemen, gentlemen and prieſts of the 
firſt rank and conſideration in their own communion, 
whoſe hereditary honours are heightened by the 
glorious ſtigma of ſufferings for their religion, and 
who are juſtly reſpected as the moſt precious rem- 
nants of the ancient Britiſh catholic church. To 
impeach ſuch men of wilful prevarication would be 

a crime, and they are ſorely concerned to ſuſpe&t 
them even of a miſtake. They have long known 
their zeal to alleviate the burdens of their brethren, 
they looked up to them with confidence in the full 

expectation of being relieved from ancient hard- 
ſhips, and in the full gleam of hope, when the ob- 
jet was within their graſp, their religion is alarmed, 
the imperious voice of ſacred authority ſounds in 

their ears, and it is with them a firſt principle that its 7 
oracles muſt be reſpected. They know that the right 
of pronouncing upon matters of faith and morals 1s 
eſſentially lodged in the breaſt of the prelates of the 
church, that it is their ſpecial duty to warn us of every 
danger that enſnares our faith, that the rectitude of 
their deciſions, independent of their perſonal qualifi- 

cations, is under the immediate influence of the Spi- 

rit of God, and that the divine founder of our religion 

| © 
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in commanding us to obey our lawful paſtors has 
pledged his word that they ſhall not lead us into error. 
This venerable authority is the ſource and ſupport of 
that eſſential identity and unity of faith,without which 
religion dwindles to a mere political diſtinftion; and 
as the ſlighteſt change in whatever regards our faith 
is to us the utmoſt of abominations, it is our happi- 
neſs and our glory to captivate our underſtanding in 
obedience to an authority which we know to be the 


higheſt the moſt ancient upon earth, an emanation 


of uncreated wiſdom which we can directly trace to 
the very breaſt of the divinity. This ſacred autho- 
rity equally neceſſary and revered, has in every age 
maintained the unity of faith, and ſince the ſepara- 
tion of our country from the main body of Chriſti- 
ans, it has been conſtantly exerted to ſave the pre- 


- Cious remnant of the old Britiſh church to which we 


belong, from the inſidious attempts of thoſe who 
have conſtantly envied us our glorious inheritance. 
It defeated the cruel attempt of thoſe who in the 
perſecuting days of Elizabeth would drag us to ſacri- 
fice on the new altars, it diſappointed the more ſub- 
tle malice of thoſe who in the days of James would 
cheat us of our religion by an inſidious oath, it 
baffled the ſubtlety of thoſe who during the uſurpa- 
tion of Cromwell were ſpreading the ſame ſnare be- 
fore us, and it experienced the generous ſupport of 
our principal nobility, when it cruſhed the malicious 
or miſtaken exertions of thoſe who were again weav- 
ing the ſame toils for us at the acceſſion of the 
preſent royal family to the throne of theſe 
| | - realms. 


4 | 
realms *, The old principle of ſubmiſſion to this 
ſacred authority would alone ſuffice to ſecure us 
_ againſt any open or concealed dangers of our faith, 
and in the preſent criſis, thoſe who have thoroughly 
convinced themſelves that their religion is a concern 
of an order ſuperior to the rules of human prudence, 
will undoubtedly abide by it. But the number of 
theſe men of thought is now ſmaller than at any 
other period, and the dreadful blaſt of ſchiſm which 
has gone forth in foreign countries to announce the 
approach of the expected apoſtacy of the latter days, 
has enfeebled reſpect for ancient principles even a- 
mong us. The gentle voice of the paſtors can hardly 
be diſtinguiſhed amidſt the roar of wolves who are 
devouring the flock ; their authority is denied, their 
virtues are inſulted, their injunctions are diſputed ; 
where their conduct is irreproachable, the miſtakes of 
their predeceſſors are repeated with ſpiteful exaggera- 
tion; artifice and violence are alternately employed 


* When George the I. was adviſed to force the Catho- 
lics to take the Oaths, he wiſely anſwered, ** that the 


| Catholics could not be made better men, or better ſub- 


jets, by ſwearing againſt their conſeiences.” At that 
time ſome reſtleſs men among the Catholics, influenced by 
the ſehiſmatical proceedings of the Janſeniſts in France 
and Holland, were endeavouring to procure an oath which 


muſt ultimately have ſeparated the Britiſh Catholics from 


the communion of the eatholie church. It was in their 
plan to baniſh thoſe prieſts who ſhould refuſe it, as diſtur- 
bers of the public peace. Their ſcheme was happily de- 
ſeated at that time by the biſhops, ſupported by the chief 
nobility, eſpecially the Dukes of Norfolk and Powis. 
to 


1 
to alienate the flock from thoſe whom the ſupreme 
ſhepherd has deputed to be their immediate paſtors. 
Theſe evils have deſolated the moſt flouriſhing fo- 
reign churches, and though they have not yet per- 
vaded the portion of the univerſal church which 
ſtill ſubſiſts in this land, yet the noiſe of churches 
falling around us is propagated to this realm, the 
frantic ſcreams of thoſe who direct the work of ruin 
are re-ecchoed, and the tender warnings of our eſta- 
bliſhed paſtors are hardly liſtened to in the wild up- 
roar. Nay, the broken accents of ſome of them have 
been ſo interrupted, ſo irreſolute—we could hardly 
determine whether they had whiſpered or not. 
Their colleagues-tave-fpokes-a.language-rfore diſ- 
tinct, but the foremoſt of the flock, hitherto remark- 
able for their docility, have attempted to ſtifle their 
voices, and a few have even dared (for why ſhould I 
deſcribe their other extravagancies copied. from 
. thoſe men of blood who are tearing out the vitals of 
the church in foreign parts), but they have even 
dared to diſclaim their anthority, and to wreſt the. 
paſtoral ſtaff from their hands, The ſacrilegious at- 
tempt of the latter is viewed with horror; but ha- 
bitual reſpe& for the former and a ſtrong preſump- 
tion of their integrity have almoſt perſuaded many, 
that they are hardly in a miſtake, Our biſhops have 
been contradifted, they have been told that their 
alarms for the integrity of faith are vain, they have 
been reproached for their ſuppoſed ignorance of the 
true intereſts of their flock, and to redouble the per- 
plexity which ſuch oppoſition muſt create, this lan- 


| guage has been uttered from the conſecrated lips 
C | of 
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of men, whoſe firſt, duty was to co-operate with the, 
chief paſtors, and to inforce their injunttions by pre- 
_ vious example. An apology, a juſtification of the 
teſt which their biſhops had declared unlawful, has 
been ſigned by them; it has won the approbation of 
ſome, it has weakened reſpett for our prelates in o- 
thers, and it has thrown many into a ſtate of anxious. 
doubt, from which they. know. not how to relieve 
their wavering minds. They know. the virtues and 
the zeal of the Committee, they cannot ſuſpett in 
their conduct a latent deſign to betray us; but nei- 
ther can they accept the ambiguous teſt upon their 
word, while they are blamed by them for ſubmitting 
quietly. to the word of their biſhops. A ſtate of 
doubt or indifference is no longer compatible with 
the preſent advanced ſtage of the buſineſs; it muſt. 
quickly be ſucceeded by a poſitive determination of 
a point, in which the conſequences of a wrong choice 
ate beyond the reach, of calculation. Wiſely did 
the biſhops, withhold the full detail of their reaſons 
for condemning the propoſed oath. They knew 
that the ſource of their authority was irrefragable, 
' that unſupported by proofs it deſerved reſpe&, and 
in the actual ferment of reaſon the motives which 
they might have alledged would have betrayed them 
into interminable altercation, they would have weak» 
ened that very authority, the ſtrength and ſteadineſs 
of which muſt ever be the ſecurity of religion. 
Well diſpoſed minds are ever ready to abide by au- 
thority which they acknowledge to be divine, and if 
uneaſy doubts ariſe in the preſent caſe, the unani- 
mous concurrence e of all the ſeers of Iſrael to whom. 
the 


| [u 
the cauſe has been referred, might furely allay the 


doubts which pride engenders, it might give to 


the deciſion of our prelates the higheft degree of 
extrinſic probability of which the matter in debate 
can be ſuſceptible. Twenty- ſix biſhops in the ſiſter- 


kingdom conſtituting a national hierarchy perhaps 


unrivalled for information and piety, three reſpetted 
prelates who cheriſh the ample remnants of catholi- 
city in North Britain, foreign prelates ſurrounded 
by hard-tried divines and celebrated univer ſities, 
and, above all, the well known ſentiments of the 
chief biſhop of the church, muſt give an import- 
ance to the voice of our immediate pallors which 
ſober reaſon and humble religion will not venture to 
infringe. Thoſe who act under their immediate 
influence need no farther information; but others, 


vhoſe ancient reverence for their paſtors may have 


been inſenſibly weakened by the faſhionable doc- 
trines of the age, are ſtill enquiring, why they may 
not accept a teſt to which temporal emoluments are 
attached, why religion, that gift of God which 
compleats our happineſs, ſhould in this inftance 


withſtand their deareft wiſhes. They have read a 
vindication of the diſputed oath, they love and ref. 


pect the names which are ſubſcribed to it, and where 
are the reaſons which forbid them to join theirs? 
The anſwer muſt be drawn from the very oath it- 
ſelf, and the ſame ſincerity with which I Thall rea- 
ſon upon the clauſes that have alarmed my con- 
ſeience, would force me to produce arguments in 
favour of them, if I could poſſibly deviſe any which 
the © apology has not advanced, My meaning is not 
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to write a refutation of this Apology ; it is to ſtate 
reaſons againſt the meaſure which it recommends, 
and to leave the important deciſion to the conſcience 
of every individual. The Apology is written with 
temper, it is the work of a decided but not a paſſion- 
ate controvertiſt ; and though it contains principles 
and aſſertions which claſh with my rules of religion 
and ideas of truth, I muſt acknowledge that it alſo | 
ſtates ſome poſitions which have my hearty appro- 

| bation and concurrence, The misfortune is, that 
theſe few juſt principles appear to be miſapplied; 
they are either irrelevant to the point in debate, or 
if they apply to it, not the propriety, but the abſo- 
lute unlawgulneſs of the oath. is the ultimate conſe- a 
quence which enſues from them. 


Proteſta ep 81 
tion. : This oath, as framed and preſented to us by 
Committee, was preceded in the ſpring of the year 
1789 by an inſtrument called a Declaration and Pro- 
teſtation, the haſty adoption of which was ſolicited 
by the Committee with ſuch eager zeal, as ſeemed 
to betray a dread of an impartial inveſtigation of its 
' merits. A gentleman of eminent character very 
near the Committee has aſſured me, that the biſhops 
had conſented to this inſtrument before any ſigna- 
tures were demanded. The truth of this aſſertion is 
denied by others, and I muſt leave it an undecided 
fact. Certain it is that two biſhops ſoon after de- 
manded the eraſure of theic names, and though the 
inſtrument was ſigned by a great majority of the 


gentry 


| L 99 ] . 
gentry and clerey, I believe that the largeſt num- 
ber of ſubſcribers at preſent rue the day when 
they gave their ſignatures to that unmeditated 
deed. They were not the fruit of ſober examina- 
tion, they were the reſult of habitual reſpett to the 
names which were ſet to it in the capital. At that 
period the Catholics felt a coming confidence with 
the proſpe N of a ſudden and immediate relief; 
they then heard without ſuſpicion the preſſing in- 
ſtances of the young gentleman who was the Com- 
mittee's interpreter; they were terrified with the 
danger of impeding the general good by a refuſal, 
and though every one ſaw incongruities in the con- 
| text, they ſuffered themſelves to be perſuaded that 
they exiſted merely in the letter, that inaccuracies 
of language did not alter' the known conſtruftion 
of the text, and that, as no oath was intended,” 
the expreſſion might be allowed to deviate a little 
from the nicety of precifion in compliment to the 
general prejudices which the inſtrument was calcu- 
lated to cure. It was repeatedly urged, that the De- 
claration of gentlemen would be a ſtronger pledge to 
government than the uſual forms of oaths which 
are ſo often trifled with in this kingdom, and the 
aſſurance that no oath would enſue” engaged the 
bulk of the Catholics to acquieſce in the latityde of 
the propoſed form, which their good ſenſe however 
quickly diſavowed. In moſt places the time allowed 
for conſideration and ſignature was a moment; as 
no miſtruſt was felt, no ſound arguments were can- 
vaſſed, not even the previous queſtions were aſked, 
whether a new declaration of catholiq principles 

| was 
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was neceſſary, whether government required it, 
and-finally, who had framed it. All was ſubmiſſion, 
all was confidence, all was hope. The delufion 


vas of ſhort duration; uneaſineſs, doubt and miſtruſt 


replaced the pleaſant feelings with which the deed 
had been accepted, and they ſwelled into indignation 
in the breaſts of many, when they diſcovered that the 
Proteſtation was not the work of the much truſted 
Committee, nor of our prudent and virtuous biſhops, 
but that it was engendered in the womb of the Re- 
volution Society. Not a Catholic in England would 
have conceived ſuch a declaration of his principles, 


not a Catholic would have foſtered it if he had ſuſ- 


peRed it to be the embryo. of a ſucceetling : oath; 
every Catholic would have cruſhed it with. indigna- 
tion while it ſtruggled for birth, if he could have ſuſ- 


pected that it would live to rob him of his ancient and 


venerable family title, and to mark him with a ner 
appellation unknown to the eighteen centuries of his 


enxiſtence. Thoſe who have ſince wiſhed to with- 


draw their names have been properly enough an- 
ſwered, that no eraſurè can be made in a public 
deed. But if it appear that the tendency of it is 
not merely political, if the expreſſions may poſſibly 
at ſome futute time be underſtood in the obvious 
ſenſe, different from that which was affixed to them 
on the day of ſignatute, then it beeomes the duty ot 
every one to diſavow his haſty deed, and ſteadfaſth 
to reject the more important form of an oath which 
is grounded on it. Neither can the imputation of 
diſhonour be juſtly attached to ſuch retrattation. It 
has heen practiſed in all ages of the church, nor 
| Were 
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were any of the ancient Fathers. deemed prevarica · 
tors when, they revoked erroneous. opinions into 
which. their own frailty or the malice. of others had 
betrayed. them, It was on the contrary, the pride 
af St. Auſtin and St. Thomas; the moſt glorious 
ation of Baius, Fenelon and Cardinal Noailles was | 
their acknowledgment of their refpeRive errors, in 
obedience to the authority of the church, and their 
example has. been lately imitated by De Hontheim 
the apoſtle of modern reformation, and by the arch- 
biſhop of Trevers in the condemnation of the con- 
greſs of Ems whieh he had once approved. Obſti- 
nacy is the mark of error, and we truſt that fince 
the reaſons of our Committee have not convinced us 
of the: propriety of their teſt, they will not qualify a 
rational change of opinion with the hard term of 
prevarication, or perſiſt in obtruding upon us an 
oath! which our ſouls abhor. 

' Before I proceed to ſtate objections againſt FY 
ſeveral clauſes of the oath, and to. propoſe ſome ne- 
cefſary amendments, I wiſh it to be underſtood that 
all the currections which can poſſibly be deviſed 
- will never make the teſt expedient, they can at moſt 
render it not abſolutely unlawful. It is my intimate 
conviſtion that no new oath whatever ought to be 
accepted, The teſt of 1778, though perhaps not quite 
perfect, was judged by the legiſlature to be as ſtrong a 
ſecurity far our allegiance as a ſolemn act of religion 
could give, and the art of man can hardly add a word, 

to it which will not wound ſomething inſinitely more 
dear to us than any temporal emoluments. Our 
5 e heqn inoſſenſive ſince that per 
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riod, the attachment of every Catholic to king and 
conſtitution is aſcertained beyond a doubt; and not 
a ſingle reaſon has yet been given why ſuch merito- 
rious behaviour ſhould be now requited by ſhack- 
ling our conſciences with - new fetters. If every 
new favour of government muſt be purchaſed by the 
foreſwearing of ſome of our tenets, we muſt conſent 


to part with our whole creed before we can be 


placed upon a level with our fellow · ſubjects. It 


| their prejudices againſt us are really as violent as 


ſome affe& to believe; if they can be cured, as the 
Committee aſſerts, only by another renunciation of 
bad dottrines imputed to us, every. Catholic in the 


nation is willing to give this ſatisfaction, provided 
the pernicious doctrines which he muſt renounce be 
really imputed, and be accurately diſcriminated from 


other tenets which are either harmleſs or which he 
is bound to cheriſh, In the ſelection of theſe ſup- 
poſed bad doctrines he would rather conſult the 
great officers of government than the Revolution 
Club, and he would chearfully pronounce the re- 
nunciation in any terms conſiſtent with juſtice, 
judgment, honour. and truth. The Apology has in- 
deed related the hiſtory of the oath, but it has not 


| proved that the meaſure was either neceſſary or ex- 


pedient, or originally required by our rulers, ſtill leſs 
that every clauſe, every word is ſtriftly conſiſtent 
with honour, truth and religion. The conſequences 
of it at leaſt form no preſumption in its fayour ; 
doubts, miſtruſt and diſagreement have reſulted from 
it, and it has placed the greateſt ſhare. of Catholics 


in the perplexing dilemm of acting againſt their 
conſcience 


BE 
ceaſcience and reſiſting their paſtors, or of forfeit- 
ing their character as loyal ſubjects, and foregoing 
the benefit of the expetted relief. 


Net eu | 
Title. 6 The firſt effect of the Proteſtation was to meta- 


morphoſe the body of Britiſh Catholics into an Ens 
rationts, a chimera of diſcordant elements, a body of 
Proteſling Catholic Diffenters. This title was firſt intro- 
duced, I know not why, into a petition to Parliament 
after the ſignature of the Proteſtation, and it was the 
firſt of the bad effects of that injudicious deed which 
were not foreſeen when it was accepted. Un- 
availing would be the excuſe, to alledge that we 
muſt ſubmit to the appellation which government 
chuſes toaffix to us, for in the preſent inſtance the 
new title was choſen and adopted by the few Catho.. 
lics who managed and preſented the petition. Never 
was the body of Catholics conſulted upon this impor- 
tant alteration of theireſſential title, and undoubtedly 
every Catholic would have rejected the Proteſta- 
tion with diſdain, if he could have ſuſpected that it 
would be abuſed to ſuch a purpoſe. Their ſurpriſe to 
ſiud themſelves ſuddenly become Proteſtants and 
Diſſenters, equalled the amazement of the Ariminian 
Fathers when told that they were become Arians. 
In civil life no man dares to change his name with- 
out licence from the chief magiſtrate, and ſuch a 
deviation from order is never allowed but for the 
acquiſition of ſome greater benefit attached to the 
alteration. In religion the church of Chriſt is but 


one family and has hut one name, ſhe requires all 
D : her 
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her children to aſſume it; it is a name of all times, 
of all countries, and of all languages; it unites M 
in one, and wo to the narrow-hearted ſon of the 
church, whom a paltry lure ſhould ſeduce to relin- 
quiſh it or to aſſume the harſh names of her foes 
which ſhe can never pronounce ! It is not an exag- 
geration to ſay, that the ſurrender of our religion is 
nearly connected with the ſurrender of that only 
title which can poſſibly denote it. Neither kings 
nor parliaments, nor prieſts nor lawyers, nor men 
nor angels can ever deviſe a ſubſtitute for the 
word Catholic. It muſt not even be changed for its 
ſynonymous untver/al, becauſe the other word is 
conſecrated by the uſe of ages, it is the very © model 
of the ſound words which muſt be retained,” and to 
relinquiſh it might ground a ſuſpicion that we had 
alſo relinquiſhed the religion which it deſcribes, 
The church in communion with the ſee of Rome 
is the only body of Chriſtians whoſe doctrines 
have been always univerfal in time and place, all 
other Chriſtians are ſtrictly diſſenters from catholic 
unity, the word Catholic is our peculiar right, 1itle 
and glory. Neither can any new adjoint be ad- 
mitted, becauſe no other word can have an adequate 
relation to our docttines of faith, from which, as 
from” the principal part, our denomination muſt be 


taken, In latter ages the adjoint of Roman has been 
adopted by the catholic church becauſe no congre- 
gation of Chriſtians who renounce the ſupremacy 
of the ſee of Peter can ever be Catholics. They 


may recite the apoſtles * they may declare that 
they 
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they believe the holy catholic church, but we ſhall al- 
ways tell them, that in fact they do not believe what 
they profeſs. This ſacred name of Catholic is an 
adequate deſcription of our faith, we believe as di- 
vine truths all that the univerſal church governed by 
the ſupreme Biſhop has in all times believed, and 
as our faith can never vary, ſo neither can our title. 
Modern names denote modern religions, We were 
when others had no exiſtence; others may be diſſen- 
ters or proteſters, their names betray their recent 
origin, but we alone are Catholics. This name held 
St. Auſtin in the catholic communion, and he wit- 
neſſes that in his days ſo fertile of ſects, not a diſſen- 
ter or proteſter among them had the effrontery to 
aſſume the unalienable name of Catholic, they dared 
not to direct the paſſenger who enquired for the 
catholic church, to the place of their own meeting- 
houſe or conventicle. But though diſſenters - have 
never preſumed to bear the name of Catholic, it has 
always been a fayorite maxim with them to rob us 
of it. They are not ignorant of the efficacy of an- 
cient appellations, they know that the ſubſtance 
will not be graſped tight and cloſe by perſons who are 

willing to reſign the name. Our temporal governors 
may call us what they pleaſe, we cannot controul 
their acts; for above two centuries they have choſen 
to call us Papi/ts; but we are ever bound to diſ- 
claim every other appellation but that of Catholics, 
which alone and excluſively of all others marks and 
defines our religion. Never can it yield to any other 
till the catholic church of Chriſt ſhall have yielded 
to ſome church invented and eſtabliſhed by men. 

De Never 
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Never can we become proteſting Diſſenters till Chriſt 
ſhall have clearly acknowledged upon earth aprote efting 
alſſenting church! Diſſenters from catholic unity 
may nickname us, but they will contemn us if we 
nickname ourſelves. The name of Catholic is unal- 
terable and uncommunicable as is the name of God, 


Papi 
N It has been the peculiar affectation of modern 
religioniſts to apply the name of Papiſt to the profeſ- 
ſors of the old religion. In this nation moſt Catholics 
conceive it to be a term of reproach and inſult, and 
the Apology®* remarks that it is never pronounced by | 
 aProteſtant without contempt and rancour, never 
heard by a Catholic without humiliation and abhor- 
rence. Even learned and ſerious men have declared 
that the newtitle invented by our Committee is leſs 
invidious. But have they not conſulted their ancient 
prejudices rather than right reaſon? The name of 
Papiſt is certainly inadmiſſible, becauſe it does not 
adequately deſcribe our religion, and no other poſſi. 
_ ble word but Catholic can ever do this. But the 
i | name of Papiſt in its original meaning and as it is 
i | applied to us in all acts of the legiſlature, is a title 
l | which we ought to prize and value, becauſe it means 
| a perſon who believes the ſpiritual ſupremacy of the 
| Pope and not that of the King. It is deſcriptive of 
j one article of our faith, and I am no more offended 
| at it than I am when a Socinian calls me a Trintta- 
| | | rian, or when Doctor Prieſtly ſtiles me a Conſubſtan - 
| | | tial. 1 am honoured by the title as deſcriptive of 
1 my belief of the ſupremacy, I reject it as deſcrip- 
| | C Addreſs to, &c | M 
| l | | „ &C. p. 15. 
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tive of my religion. If the gentlemen of the Com- 
mittee are Catholics, they muſt alſo be Papiſis in the 
only ſenſe in which that word is underſtood by the 
legiſlature, and far from diſdaining the privilege 
of educating my child a Papft,” * I would to God 
that both in a little and in much not only the Cam- 
mittee but alſo all that hear me this day ſhould bes 
come ſuch as I alſo am! Let them intetrogate con» 
ſcience, it will tell them that they are Rriftly Papiſts, 
and it is therefore equally injudicious in them to diſs 
avow the name, and ungenerous to hold forth their 
brethren who acknowledge it as perſons deſerving 
the ſeverity of the penal laws. They have told our 
Biſhops, that * the word Papiſt in the acts of the 
« legiſlature :xvartably means a perſon who holds 
« pernicious dottrines,” It may be ſo, but then 
they Nliould have added, that from the date of the 
_ firſt penal laws, government in its public as has 
always conſidered the whole ſyſtem of catholicity 
with all its tenets as pernc:ous, and that the profeſſors 
of catholic religion are the perſons againſt whom, 
under the name of Papiſts, the ſeverity of their afts 
is pointed. They indeed cautiouſly avoid the giving 
us our old title, but they aſſume that of Papiſt as 
equivalent to it; and becauſe it is impoſſible that the 
members of the catholic church ſhould ever have a 
religion different from that of their Head, to prevent 
all ambiguity the acts of the legiflature invariably 
deſcribe Papiſis to be thoſe perſons who profe/s the 
topiſh religion, that is, the religion of the Pope. 

* Th; Ws | 

* Ibid, 1 
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Proteſlants may invariably call this religion perui- 
cious, but ſuch language would ill ſuit a catholic 
Committee, at leaſt till they have clearly demon- 
ſtrated that ſome of the pernicious doctrines which 
their oath rejects, have znvarzably been the religion 
of the Pope. Till then, if they tell us that the word 
Papiſt means a perſon who believes the Pope to be 
fuperior to the civil government in temporal matters, 
we will anſwer them © that they put ſcandal 
« againſt the ſons of their mother” that their inter- 
Pretation is their own, it is new, it is arbitrary, they 


cannot juſtify it by hiſtory or by acts of the legiſla- 


ture. Theſe latter always uſe the word as ſynony- 
mous to Catholic; by Paprſts they mean all Catholics 


and not /ome Catholics, and unwilling as they are to 


give us our right name, they employ this word ra- 
ther than any other, becauſe it expreſſes the princj- 


pal and moſt prominent feature of our religion in 


their regard, the cardinal article of catholic faith on 
which they firſt diſſented from us. As ſuch, it is a 
term of honour; as deſcriptive of our faith, it muſt 
be rejected. It is neceſſary to attend to the mean- 
ing of words, eſpecially when words are to be ſworn 
to in the plain and obvious ſenſe, 


Clauſe of the 5 | 
Succeſſion. rue ſucceſs of the Proteſtation pro- 
bably ſuggeſted the idea of ſuperadding to it the 


ſanction of a religious oath*, which the majority of 


* It has been aſſerted, that ſome alteration in the oath 
has been deſigned or made; but as it has not been pub- 
liſhed by authority, the oath will be here conſidered as 
it is printed in the addreſs of the Committee. 

ſubſcribers, 


S 


E 
ſubſcribers had been taught not to expect. They 
conceived, to uſe the language of the Committee, 
that the ſolemnity of an official oath could add 
* nothing to the obligation of a public proteſtation, 
that is, that the latter offered to government as ſe- 
cure a pledge of their duty as the former could give; 
but far from concluding from this principle “ that 
an oath muſt follow the Proteſtation as a thing of 
_* courſe,” they drew the more direct inference, that 
an oath was indeed needleſs and ſuperfluous, eſpe- 
cially as it was declared not to differ in any eſſen- 
tial point from the proteſtation. But here they 
were diſappointed, Catholics are ſingularly delicate 
and ſcrupulous in pronouncing and in obſerving 
| oaths, They cannot admit into them vague ex- 
preſſions which muſt be refined away by explanations 
to a meaning different from the obvious import of 
the terms employed. When the oath was preſented, 
it exhibited ſtill greater inaccuracy of expreſſion 
than had been remarked in the previous proteſta- 
tion, it contained uſeleſs and irrelevant clauſes, it 
was ſwelled with additional matter ſtill more remote 
from the purity of catholic principles, it appeared to 
deviate eſſentially from the proteſtation' and from 
the accepted explanation. of it. The delicacy of 
many and perhaps the ſuſpicions of ſome were 
alarmed, on every fide accuracy of language and of 
doftrine was loudly. demanded, Explanations of 
ſome of the exceptionable paſſages were given, but 


+1. ® See Addreſs, p. 1. | 
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it was impoſhble to acquieſce in them while they 


were not implied in the obvious meaning of the text. 
Beſides the inadmiſſible new tide, difcordances from 
truth and catholic tradition were obſerved, and the 
retrenchment of uſeleſs and ſuperfluous phraſes was 
defired. Among theſe may be remarked the con- 
cluding words of the clauſe, by which we ſwear to 


defend and ſupport the ſucceſſion of the eroun. 


Theſe words were not thought neceſfary in 1778, 
and perſons who reafoned upon them in 1790, found 
them ſuperfluouſly redundant. They readily acknow- 
ledged, that though no catholic can lawfully concur 
to eftabliſh proteſtant religion, yet every eatholic 
may and ought to ſwear and perform true allegiance 
to a proteſtant government which is already eſta- 
bliſhed. The proteſiant prince has a right to go- 
vern, and it would therefore be criminal in a Catho- 
lie to diſpute or obfruR that right. And as it is bet- 
ter for the catholic to be than not to be, and better 
for the proteſtant government to incorporate peaee- 
able citizens than not to incorporate them, a mutual 


compadt ariſes, on the ſide of the catholic, not to 


reſift government on account of the difference of 


religion and to defend it againſt all invaders, and 


on the part of government to afford at leaſt partial 
protection and favour to ſuch catholies. I ſay par- 
tial, becauſe catholics being unable to ſwear to or 
to perform certain things which enter into the laws 
of a proteſtant country, ſuch as are the praftiſing and 
ſupporting the proteſtant religion, the proſecuting of 
prieſts, the contrafting or allowing marriages be- 

| | „„ tween 
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tween firſt n cheſe things are underſtood 
to be excepted from their promiſe of allegiance and 
ſubmiſſion to the laws, and in return only partial 
protection and favour is given. This ſeems to be 
their ſituation while penal ſtatutes exiſt againſt them 
on account of their religion; but if theſe ſtatutes 
were repealed and a free exerciſe of their religion 
were allowed, it cannot be doubted but that com- 
plete obedience to every law would be the ftrift duty 
of Catholics, and complete favour and proteſtion 
with a participation of all the rights and privileges 
of citizens would be due to them from the ſupreme 
authority of the ſtate. As Catholics then may and 
ought to ſwear allegiance to the government uo 
eſtabliſhed, ſo they may alſo ſwear to ſupport this 
government againſt all invaders, and in fact they 
have already ſworn © to ſupport and defend the ſue- 
*« ceſhon of the crown in his Majeſty's family 
_ * againſt any perſon or perſons whatſoever.” They 
conceive this to be as full a pledge for the perform- 
ance of the duty of good ſubjects as any govern- 
ment can deſire, and as the words clearly and fully 
expreſs the duty which they are willing and deſirous 
to perform, they think that any further addition to 
them may poſlibly tend to darken that perſpicuity, 
which, ought to be the firſt quality of every oath 
which is offered with candour and is taken with ſin- 
cerity. If the words alluded to © which ſucceſſion” 
&c. import à mere recital of the title of the act of 
ſettlement, a merely material reference to the ſub- 
ject of that act, they can have no objection to them. 
* FOO think that all poſſible — would be 

| E avoided 
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avoided by retrenching them as unneceſſary for the 
purpoſe of aſcertaining their loyalty, and even capa- 
ble in ſome poſſible contingencies of creating con- 
tradition and confuſion. Catholics are ever diſ- 
poſed to adhere to the old principle of ſubmitting to 
the powers which are, they know that the high 
power of King and Parliament frequently hath and 
may again new-model the ſucceſſion, that it is highly 
penal to diſpute it, they wiſh the perpetual alle- 
giance which they bave pledged to bis Majeſty and 
his ſucceſſors to be as unlimited as their affection, and 
they would gladly avoid words from which any diſ- 
gordance with theſe clear principles may ever poſ- 
ſibly be apprehended. The anſwers which have been 
given to perſons who have reaſoned on this point 
are perhaps ſufficient, but as the words in queſtion 
are unneceſlary, the withdrawing of them would re- 
move every ſource of ambiguity and doubt from this 
IR oath. 1 5 


2 45 The next . which comes to be diſcuſ- 
ſed, is that which contains the bluſtering words im- 
pious heretical and damnable. As the proteſtation 
confounded together wicked and harmleſs doctrines, 
ſo the ſame want of diſcrimination has here jointly 

| applied theſe epithets, to the imaginary tenets of 
| Roman Catholics, that excommunicated princes 
may be lawfully deprived and murdered by their 
| ſubjedts, though in truth they are applicable only 
to the laſt of theſe exploded, doctrines. It ſeems in: 
d to imply a foul ſurmiſe to force us to diſavow 
upon 


* ] | 

upon oath the lawfulneſs of murdering the anointed 
of God, ſince even our calumniators dare not im- 
pute ſuch doctrine to us. But as it cannot be too 
ſtrongly execrated, if government require it, we will 
again renounce, reject and abjure it with the addition 
of the propoſed terms of abhorrence, ſince they are 
ſtrictly applicable to it. 

All Britiſh Catholics equally reject the depoſing 
: dodine, they have uniformly rejected it ever ſince 


. thechange of religion in this nation; but no Catho- 


lic can be ſure and therefore ſwear, that this doc- 
trine is either zmpous or heretical, or that it infers or 
| deſerves damnation. I would not curſe and ſwear 
at this rate to obtain the papal tiara. In this coun» 
try papal Bulls have often been ridiculed for the 
damnation language which they are faid to contain. 
One of the ſtrongeſt qualifications of bad doctrine 
that 1s commonly found in them is damnanda, which 
means that ought to be condemned.“ But what 
is this to our emphatic damnable, which means * that 
the abettors of ſuch doctrine are or ought to be 
damned?” There is wonderful energy in the Engliſh 
language when you come to the chapter of hard 
words. We may recede from the miſtakes of our 
predeceſſors, without impeaching their piety or their 
faith, or dealing out God's judgments on their erro- 
neous opinions. It is unfair, but it is a common er- 
ror of moderniſts, to judge of paſt times on principles 
which were then either not known or not avowed, 
In paſt ages the depoſing doctrine, now univerſally 
rejected, was the opinion, not of a few divines, but 
of whole nations. It was hardly ſuppoſed to admit 
of a doubt. As late as 1614, I have read that a prince 
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of the blood of F rance haranguing before the ſtates 


in favour of the royal prerogative, maintained its 
independance on the ſpiritual power in every caſe, 


_ excepting the circumſtance in which the king ſhould 


be excommunicated and depoſed for hereſy. I have 


not read that this exception was even contradicted 


inthat aſſembly. Did theſe mendeſerve to be damned? 
Theiradmifſion was indeed blameable, it ſhewed the 
continuance of ancient prejudice, but was it geret:- 
cal? If it ever was an act of hereſy to depoſe a king, 


it was ſurely ſo in ſecular men as well as in Popes. 
The depoſing hereſy will thus appear to have been 
in all times a widely ſpread ſect. It has been the 
| hereſy of the reformed churches in inſtances too 
numerous to be repeated. It has been in our own 
times the hereſy of Ruſſia, Brabant, North America, 


and France. It was that of Portugal ſome years be- 
fore. In the laſt century it was twice over the here- 
ſy of Great Britain, and our glorious deliverer King 


William, on this principle, was an impious heretic. 


Or if Britiſh proteſtants were not heretics in 1688 
for depoſing a catholic king in defence of their reli- 


Fe... 


gion, how ſhould Catholics ever become heretics 


even by the crime of depoſing a ſovereign to ſave 


theirs? England by-precept and example has taught 
all other nations when and how to depoſe kings, and 
now we free Britons muſt ſwear that all this is Ae- 
rey fs bn ard] Hera a r 
The truth is, that in all times men have believed 
that when princes grow outrageous and notoriouſly 
violate the juſt rights of their ſubjects, then it is al- 
lowable to new- model the government, and ſeek 
"PR protection 


4 
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protection from ſome other chief, provided that no 
remedy can be found. This has been done in many 
countries; but in paſt ages among Catholics, who 
were unacquainted with the wife proviſions which 
our improved conflitution has made to prevent ſuch 
evils, the deciſion of this nice point was not left to 
the people at large, it was judged more prudent to 
refer it to that ſpiritual power which was moſt yene- 
rable and moſt reſpected. When we look back at 
their unimproved theories of government, we mult 
not be ſurpriſed, we muſt not call them heretics, be- 
cauſe they did not poſſeſs the wiſdom of modern 
Britiſh ſtateſmen. Among other reaſons for their 
conduct the ſanctity of an oath was one. Their di- 
vines taught that a compact confirmed by a lawful 
oath is binding as long as the oath fubſiſts, though * 
from circumſtances the compact itſelf may be inva-. 
hd. The thief mentioned p. 6. of the Committee's 
addreſs, by threats of death extorts from you an oath. 
not to reveal his iniquity or recover your property, 
and in conſideration of this oath he ſpares your life. 
The bargain by its innate injuſtice is invalid, but till 
you are diſpenſed from your oath, that is, till it be 
annulled by a ſuperior power, ſaid theſe divines, 
out of reverence to the name of God which you 
have invoked, you muſt not reveal the thief or reco- 
ver your effects. A prince who wantonly invades 
the juſt rights of his ſubjetts, is as truly in the eyes 
of Goda robber, as a rebellious ſubje& is a traitor: 
yet while the ſubject's oath of allegiance ſubſiſts, 
never can he, on this principle, lawfully refiſt the 
moſt tyrannical ſovereign, If he be aggrieved, 
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he may remonſtrate; and when his remonſtrances 
are ineffectual, his oath muſt withhold him from re. 
ſiſtance, and his religion will teach him to bear his 
ſufferings, From this conſideration our anceſtors 
in paſt ages referred the determination of this nice 
and delicate matter to the ſupreme ſpiritual power 
of the church, and who will dare to ſay, that the 
oath of allegiance was ever annulled by a Pope, 
till the compact between prince and ſubje& had 
been previouſly and notoriouſly broken by the for- 
mer, and the latter had no chance of redreſs but 
from the ſpiritual power? The diſcuſſion of this 
point would involve a vaſt field of hiſtory, and the 
fierceſt enemies of the popedom would at fartheſt 
prove, that though the ancient Popes generally ex- 
erted their attributed temporal power for ſalutary 
purpoſes, yet in ſome inſtances they were influenced: 
by human paſſions, they were intemperate in their 
threats, they were haſty in the execution of them. 
And if all this were granted even without an argu- 
ment, we might ſtil] have reaſon to wonder, that the 
power in. queſtion,” not being attached by God to 
their ſpiritual character, was not more e 
and more groſsly abuſet. | 

Such was the theology of paſt ages. I do not 
adopt i it, but far from thinking it impious, heretical or 
damnable, I conſider it as leſs inimical to govern- 
ment, to good order and tranquillity of ſtates, than 
are the principles avowed by certain modern zealots 
for liberty who ſo eaſily call the doctrine of their 


forefathers damnable. Warmly attached to the con- 
ſtitution of their country, and happy in the bleſſings 


$ | of 
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of its government, Britiſh Catholics will declare up- 

on oath that the Pope has no right whatever to depoſe 
| ſovereigns, but they will not ſwear that the doctrine 
which they reje&, is kerettcal, whatever new mean- 
ing ingenuity may affix to that word. To define 
the lawfulneſs of reſiſtance has perplexed our great- 
eſt ſtateſmen, and muſt we be compelled by our own 
brethren to ſwear that ſuch doctrine is improus, here- 
relical and damnable? If wary prudence had dictated 
the oath, it would have avoided ſuch delicate diſcuſ- 
ſions, it would have been ſatisfied with preſcribing 
poſitive and complete allegiance to our preſent moſt 
gracious ſovereign and his heirs and ſucceſſors, 
which not a ſingle Catholic in the nation would re- 
fuſe. It is dangerous to aſſert a right of reſiſtance, 
and in the form of an oath there is no need of deny- 
ing it. When ſovereigns are actually depoſed, it is 
better to excuſe the action on the plea of neceſſity, 
than to juſtify it on the principle of right. The Duc 
de Montauſier wiſely ſaid to the young princes. of 
France in the hearing of Lewis XIV, „The peo- 
ple muſt always be taught, that it is never lawful to 


reſiſt their rulers; but kings would do well to be. 


lieve, that ſuch reſiſtance is ſometimes allowable.” 
For God's ſake, let the three odious words impious, 
heretical and . be blotted out. 


Abſolution from Oath | | 
of Allegiance. ty We next ſwear * that neither 


the Pope nor any general council, nor any prieſt 


nor any eccleſiaſtical power whatſoever can abſolve 


the * of this realm, or any of them, from their 
allegiance 
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E. 
allegiance to his majeſty.” The matter of this clauſe 
nearly coincides with the laſt, and I think that the 
whole clauſe may ſtand and be fairly ſworn to on 
the general principle, that one power cannot july 
abridge the rights of another. One objettion has 
been advanced againf it, and the addreſs of the Com- 
mittee does not furniſh an anſwer to it. In the year 
1690 James IT was completely dethroned, and all 
the framers of our new oath will readily acknow- 
ledge, that every Britiſh ſubject was conſcien- 
tiouſly bound in that year to yield allegiance to 
William III. Many of theſe ſubjefts had ſworn 
perpetual fealty to James, and through reverence for 
their oath they ſcrupled to transfer their allegiance 
to William. Could or could not the ſpiritual power 
of the church annul their allegiance to James? If it 
could not, then ſurely no other power could, and 
their allegiance ſubſiſted. If it could, then there is 
a caſe in which he ſpiritual power may eblolve from 
allegiance. This difficulty is anſwered by ſaying, 
that in the caſe propoſed the ſpiritual power would 
not have abſolved from allegiance to a fovereign, 
but to a perſon who was no longer ſovereign, and 


who therefore had no right to ſuch allegiance. "The | 
#piritual power would therefore have injured no 


man. This anſwer plainly ſuppoſes that all right to 
govern originates from the people. 
It is now generally held, and we Catholics baue | 


pronounced it upon oath, that the ſpiritual power 
cannot releaſe ſubjetts from allegiance, In the caſe 
juſt mentioned it would releaſe not ſubjeAts, but 
perſons who are no longer ſubjects. In the p princi- 


ples 


„ 
ples of our anceſtors the remedy for ſubj ects deſpe- 
rately aggrieved by their rulers was provided in the 
juſt interference of the ſpiritual power. In modern 
principles, this remedy among foreign nations is 
provided I know not where; but I know that in this 
nation the excellence of our conſtitution and laws 
has prevented almoſt the poſſibility of the evil, and 
moreover knows how to redreſs the wrongs of every 
ſubjet who is aggrieved. Britiſh Catholics will 
ever ſteadily hold that the ſpiritual power of the 
church cannot diſſolve their allegiance to their ſo- 
vereign, nor annul the oath by which it is ratified * 
and pledged to him. Not a ſingle biſhop in the 
catholic church will blame them for adhering to this 
principle. They will always ſubmitto the powerswhick 
are, and if by the courſe of events the powers which 
are ſhould ceaſe 0 be, if ever a ſovereign ſhould 
again abdicate the throne, they would think it their 
duty to transfer their allegiance to him who ſhould 
obtain it in his ſtead, and be acknowledged by the 
legiſlature and the bulk of the community. The 
duration of their allegiance to the former would be 
neceſſarily limited by the duration of his ſovereignty, 
and to avoid every poſſible dilemma, they hope that 
no words will ever be admitted into the oath which 
may ſeem to contradi& ſo fair a principle. As the 
right of ſovereignty is in their principles acquired 
independently of the ſpiritual power, ſo they hold 
that the latter cannot deprive the poſſeſſor of it; and 
they are ready to ſwear that no ſpiritual power can 
diſſolve allegiance which is due to, or is pledged by 
.. Path to a ſovereign. 


F | But 


l 
But this was not quite the doctrine of our anceſ- 
tors, whom we are however unwilling to call zmpi- 


Ous heretics, or to conſign to damnation. They con- 


ceived a ſuperiority in the ſpiritual power which 
might controul the temporal power, when this claſh» 


ed with God's law, the rights of man, or the eſſen- 


tial intereſts of chriſtian religion, Bellarmin's in- 
direct power in temporalia, l. z. c. 6, means nothing 
elſe, and he grounds it on the general duty of all 
men to defend their injured neighbour's rights, and 
he conſiders this obligation to be more urgent upon 
perſons veſted with authority than on other men. 
Upon this principle he allows the church to enforce 
her juſt laws by temporal coercion where ſhe has 
the means of doing it, but he well knows that this 


| temporal power is not eſſential to the papacy, or of 


divine inſtitution, he remarks that in the time of the 
apoſtles they were ſeparate. It is not fair to hold 
out ancient divines as enemies of royalty and of good 
government, becauſe the age in which they lived 
was unacquainted with modern principles. Perſons 
who approve the principle of reſiſtance which has 
of late been ſo forcibly diſplayed in the nations 
which ſurround us, ovght not to inſult Bellarmin, 
whoſe doftrine provides at leaſt a more ſober and 
more religious check upon princes than is the tu- 

multuary oppoſition of the people. Neither is it ge- 
nerous to paſs by a long liſt of authors whom Bellar- 
min and Suarez followed, and to drag forth thoſe as 


| ſingular objects of deteſtation, who in adopting the 
common dodctrine of their times upon this matter, 


reſtrained the ſpiritual power within narrower limits 
thay 


7 ; 
than any of their predeceſſors. This is not men- 
tioned with a view to enforce their doctrine, but 
merely to expreſs a ſuſpicion, that the men who ſo 
eaſily revile Bellarmin, Suarez, Leſſius and Beca- 
nus, four of the greateſt divines of the latter ages, 
have either not ſtudied thoſe great authors, or have 
not felt the power of their reaſonings. They ap- 
peat to be more influenced by the affected jealouſies 
of modern triflers in theology, more actuated by 
the paſſions of the late French Parliamentarians, 
whoſe wild declamations againſt thoſe authors were 
calculated rather to diſcredit the body to which they 


belonged, than to ſecure 58 wee from the effects 


of their doctrines. 

Government well knows that nothing is to be 
feared from us. As long as we maintain our prin- 
ciple of ſubmitting to the powers which the law 
eſtabliſhes, we may hope for favour from thoſe, 
« who hold the ſword only for the correction of 
*the wicked.” It is a truth that in this as 
well as in other countries Catholics have always 
been at leaſt as dutiful ſubjeAs, as amenable 
to civil authority, as Proteſtants of any denomina- 
tion. Almoſt all the rebellions which diſtracted 
Europe in the 16th and 17th centuries originated 
from the latter. If Catholics had depoſed the ty- 
rannical Henry VIII; if they bad treated his daugh- 
ter Eliſabeth as the ſeven Anglican Biſhops and 
other Proteſtants treated James II, another order of 


things might have enſued, and they might have been 


praiſed and honoured by ſucceeding ages. The 
birth of Eliſabeth afforded a plauſible plea, ay ſhe 
Fa | had 
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88 ] 
had broken her compact with the people by over- 
turning the religion of the land which ſhe had 


| ſworn to maintain. The power, which for ages had 


been deemed competent, declared the allegiance 
diſſolved, but the Britiſh Catholics of that age who 
were powerful in numbers and property, adhered 
from ancient habit to the maxim * of /ubmitting to 


te powers which are,” though the ruthleſs power of 


Eliſabeth never ceaſed to grind their faces againſt 
the earth. We their poſterity to this hour are 
ſmarting from the ſcorpions with which ſhe ſcourged 
our progenitors. It is remarkable that ſome of our 


modern reforming Catholics who affect ſuch dread 


of their brethren's diſloyalty, and commend the tor- 


_ turing of their conſciences with new-invented forms 


of oaths, are the very perſons who have applauded 
the late revolt of the French againſt their king. 
They might recolle& that the authors of this ſub- 
verſion of the ſtate have only been ſucceſsful in 
proportion as they have weakened the bands which 
attached the people to their old altars. Their ſeem- 
ing zeal for the ſecurity of government is perhaps 
little elſe than a groundleſs ſpite againſt the ſpiri- 
tual power and authority of the church. When 
Catholics frame new oaths for themſelves, they forge 


 fetters for their own hands. After this explanation 


of catholic principles, whatever I may think of the 
maxims of the men who framed the clauſe, I rea · 
dily allow that it may lawfully and ſafely be ſworn 


to. 


Interſerence 


L 9 1 


Interference of. J W e G 
| for ritual authority. 4 The next important clauſe de- 


nies the exiſtence of any ſpiritual authority, © which 
« can directly or indirectly affect or interfere with 
« the laws—of this kingdom, or with the—eccle. 
« ſiaſtical government thereof as by law eſtabliſhed.” 
Now it is an undeniable truth that the ſpiritual 


authority of the church of God has, for the inſtruc- 


tion of the faithful, pronounced that certain laws of 


this kingdom are unjuſt and eſſentially null, and that 
it is wicked and ſinful to obſerve them. Such are 
the laws which prefcribe the puniſhing of prieſts by 


death for exerciſing their ſpiritual functions or for 
having received orders in the catholic church, thoſe. 


which forbid the aſſiſting at the ſacrifice of the al- 
tar, thoſe which command our attendance at the 
proteſtant worſhip, thoſe which allow marriages 
within the degrees of kindred prohibited by the 


general canons of the church, &c. &c. It were eaſy 


to point out other diſcordances between the laws of 
the realm and our eſſential diſcipline over which we 
muſt allow the church to poſſeſs a power of controul. 


It is equally true that the univerſal church of Chriſt 
has a ſpiritual authority over all Chriſtians, and any 
determinate number of Chriſtians, that is, over all 
particular churches. The general form of the ad- 
miniſtration of the church and likewiſe the funda- 


mental laws of eccleſiaſtical diſcipline are of origin 


divine. The legiſlative authority, which Chriſt in- 


ſtituted to hold the ſpiritual adminiſtration together 


with the diſtribution of eccleſiaſtical powers, reſides 


in the epiſcopal body, eſpecially the Head, and it is 
a truth 
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a truth connected with faith, that this Head or chief 
Biſhop is the centre of union with reſpe& to legi- 
Native authority not leſs than with reſpe& to catho- 
lic faith and catholic communion. To deny theſe 
principles is ſchiſm, Now the authority veſted 
jure divino in the chief Biſhop gives him an unalien- 
able right to interfere directly in the eccleſiaſtical 
government of every particular church throughout 
the world, He may inſtruft, command, and puniſh 
every biſhop. He may pronounce any deviations 
from unity and from the general canons of the 
church to be null and lawleſs, he may recall all 
ſchiſmatical congregations to unity, he may puniſh 
all governors and abettors of ſuch congregations by 
eccleſiaſtical cenſures. He has no authority to in- 
fringe the ſmalleſt of their temporal or civil rights 
or to enforce his ſpiritual injunctions or penalties by 
temporal or civil coercion ; but the exerciſe of papal 
authority here deſcribedis a direct interference in ec- 
cleſiaſtical government, and even in thelawsof the land, 
as often as any of tlieſe withſtand the juſt exertion of 
the mentioned rights. No catholic chriſtian can 
allow that there is any eccleſiaſtical government, 
which is not and ought not to be ſubordinate to the 
| ſupreme Biſhop. The following propoſition is true, 
«No temporal authority has a right to interfere in 
«eccleſiaſtical government.” Then the following 
in the words of the oath is falſe. No ſpiritual 
authority has a right to interfere in eccleſiaſtical. 
government.“ The writers of the Committee's ad- 
dreſs throughout No. III. ſeem to acknowledge this 
ſupremacy and ſpiritual authority in the Pope. It 
Eh 1 


[ 39 ] 
is an article of their faith, and they inform us, that 
the words of the oath “only deny a right to legi- 
* ſlate in temporal concerns.” If this be the mean- 
ing, for God's ſake let it be ſo exprefſed: but to 
tell us that the words of the oath in their obvious 
meaning, to which we muſt ſwear, import only this, 


would be a mockery of common ſenſe from which 


the mind muſt turn away with diſguſt. It is equally 


a miſerable evaſion to tell us No. III. p. 5, * that 


the eccleſiaſtical government of a country is only 


« 2 part of the temporal government.” If this be 


divinity, it is what the poet terms © divinity without 
*ays;. All mankind feels that they are things 
different and diſtin in their inſtitution, in their 
| object and in their ultimate final cauſe. The au- 
thority of the lawyers cited p. 6. of the addreſs may 


prove that government indulgently wiſhes us to diſ- 


claim only temporal power in the Pope, but all the 


law-men and all the grammarians in the world will 


never prove that ſuch is the plain and natural mean- 


ing of the words which are propoſed. To ſwear to | 


theſe words as they now ſtand and then to explain 
them in the ſenſe of the addreſs would juſtly expoſe 


us to the reproach of ſwearing one thing and 


meaning another. The eſſential quality of truth 
cannot exiſt in an oath, unleſs the ordinary and re- 
ceived ſignification of the words be conformable to 
the intended ſenſe. Tho' words are arbitrary ſigns 
of their own nature; the conventional meaning of 
them is aſcertained- previouſly to their being em- 
ployed, and the plain meaning of them will ſurvive 
and be alone regarded when temporary explanations 
of 
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„ 
of them will be buried in oblivion. But how muſt 
the text be modelled? If all the words now in it 
muſt be retained, they may be qualified by inſerting 
after direfly or mndiredly the words by any temporal 
or civil coercion. Better would it be to omit the 
words /aws and ecclſiaſlical government and read the 
ſentence thus: © or any ſpiritual authority power 
or juriſdiction within this realm that can directly 
* or indirectly affect or interfere with the inde- 
1 pendence, ſovereignty, civil conſtitution or go- 
« rernment'of this kingdom as by law eſtabliſhed, or 
* with n liberties or properties of the N 
thereof.“ 

The enſuing wins which deny that ſin can be 
* forgiven at the pleaſure of the Pope or of any 
* prieſt” are equally ambiguous and inaccurate. 
The word pleaſure ſhould at leaſt be qualified by arbi- 
trary or ſome ſimilar word, becauſe ſin is really forgiven. 
at the pleaſure of the miniſter of the ſacrament of pe- 
Nance,who alone 1s the zudge when the forgiveneſs is 
or is not to be pronounced. If che authors of the 
addreſs had explained this clauſe, they would pro- 
bably have told us that the voluntary and diſcretio- 
nary act of ſacerdotal abſolution is not ſufficient for 
the remiſſion of ſin, without the concurrence of ſin. 
cere repentance, purpoſe of amendment and repara- 
tion of wrongs on the part of the penitent. All this 
would have been orthodox and it would have been 
more ſatisfactory to expreſs. it than to adopt words 
which ſeemto OR! chat en abſolution is of no 
uſe at all. | 


Huw 


C oY 
A/olution © 0_mO 1 5 
from pu The clauſe which declares that the 
e ſpiritual power of the church cannot, at any time 
« diſpenſe with or abſolve from the obligation of 
* any oath” is utterly inadmiſſible. Every ſtudent 
in divinity can. alledge caſes in which oaths and 
vows may be lawfully annulled or diſpenſed with by 
the ſpiritual power of the keys. That ſuch a power 
exiſts is catholic doftrine. Promiſſory oaths in fa- 
vour of third perfons may be excepted from the ope- 
ration of this power, becaule the annulling of them 
would prejudice the rights of others. On this prin- 
<iple the oath of allegiance has been already ex- 
cepted. But many lawful oaths and vows may be 
made, which cannot be accompliſhed without great 
anconvenience and detriment to the parties which 
have made them, to their families or perſons in 
other relations to them, But as an oath or a vow 
is a conſcientious tie, no individual has a right to 
exempt himſelf from it or to judge in his own cauſe, 
He muſt ſubject himſelf to the keys and abide by the 
deciſion of that authority, which alone may bind 
and looſe on earth with a certainty that its / deci- 
ſions will be ratified in heaven. Theſe deciſions 
would not be juft, if they prejudiced the rights of 
others. But where theſe are not concerned, the 
ſpiritual power may diſpenſe where it ſees juſt cauſe 
for ſuch indulgence. It may diſpenſe from a mu- 
tual compact ratified by oath, where both Parties. 
demand the diſpenſation and ſhew juſt cauſe why it 
ought to be granted. The continual exiſtence and 


uſe of this power in the church is alone a demon. 
5 5 ſtration 


I } 


ſtration independently of theological reaſons, that it 
is from God. If it originated in the vanity of men, 
the church would have erred and miſguided the 
faithful in a matter of eſſential conſequence to eter- 
nal ſalvation. If there exiſts a ſingle poſſible caſe 
in which the Pope or council may lawfully diſpenſe 
with an oath, a vow, or a compa, it ſuffices to falſi- 
fy the propoſition in the oath, which we are called 
upon to ſwear to as true. For under this oath we 
muſt believe that no vow public or private or any 
thing confirmed by oath which regards only the per- 
lon who made it, can be an object of diſpenſation, 
even that no perſon can releaſe another from a pro- 
miſe upon oath made to himſelf alone, becauſe the 
unreſtrained generality of the clauſe includes all 
this and every poſſible caſe in which an oath inter- 
venes. The Committee's addreſs preſumes to re. 
ſtrain the meaning of the words to oaths which af. 
fect the rights of third perſons, and it allows others 
to be proper objects of papal diſpenſation. This is 
all that we contend for, but the words of the oath 
are undoubtedly general and univerſally comprehen- 
| five, they involve oaths, vows and compatts of eve- 
ry poſſible deſcription. The addreſs itſelf p. 5. con- 
tends ſtrongly for the univerſality of the word 
_ whatſoever, and it is the very word which is uſed in 
this place. It would be an affront to common ſenſe 
to aſſert that the obvious meaning of all oaths and 
compacto whatſoever is oaths and compadts of one par- 
ticular ae/cription. Nothing can be more contra- 
dictory than theſe propoſitions © The eccleſiaſtical 
power cannot diſpenſe with any oath whatſoever” 


« The 
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« The eccleſiaſtical power can diſpenſe wi ſome 
oath,” Catholics cannot pronounce the propoſed 
oath while the following words make a part of it 
* or of any other oath whatſoever.” | 


Papal 
znfallibulily, 4 The clauſe which regards papal infal- 
libility is a demonſtration that the oath was not cal- 
culated to accommodate the bulk of Roman Catho- 
lics, ſince the very reſpectable number who believe 
the ſolemn and canonical decrees of the Pope on 
matters of faith to be irreformable, can never con- 
ſcientiouſly pronounce it. If the interpreters of the 
oath tell us that the framers of it did not intend to 
exclude the belief of inſallibility in dogmatical de- 
ciſions, we mult anſwer them that the admiſſion of 
ſuch a tacit diſlinftion would juſtly lay us open to 
the reproach of ſwearing to what we donot believe. 
No infallibility and ſome infallibility will always be 
contradictories. The catholic public may already 
know, that I think the modern opinion of papal 
fallibility in deciſions of faith to be ill grounded and 
dangerous, and it appears to me that the doctrine of 
infallibility in theſe matters, though not decided, 
might eaſily be proved to be that of the catholic 
church and therefore true. It muſt not then be re- 
nounced. The addition of per/onal in the addreſs 
does not remove the difficulty. For if the ſupreme 
Head of the church be infallible in his ſolemn 
dogmatical deciſions, this infallibility attaches to 
his perſon, It was promiſed and given to St. Peter 
G 2 and 


El 2 

and it ſubſiſts in his lawful ſucceſſors... It does not 
belong in /ol:dum to the particular church of Rome 
as an aggregate of many individuals, it does not be- 
long to the chair or ſce of Rome as a thing diſtin | 
from the Pope. The diſtinction between the /edes 
and the /edens is a modern ſubterfuge of the Janſe- 
niſts, unknown to antiquity, which always under- 
ſtood the perſon of the chief Biſhop, whether in 
words they attributed inerrancy directly to him or 
metaphorically to his ſee. If the Pope be then 
infallible; he is per/onally infallible. Under another 
reſpect he is perſonally fallible, and this, as every 
logician knows, involves no contradiction. He may 
err in any thing excepting dogmatical deciſions on 
faith and morals delivered canonically to the church 
as rules of faith and conduct. He may err too in 
theſe matters as a private doctor, he may poſſibly 
teach hereſy in his private writings, he may even 
perſonally err in faith, but never can he propound 
hereſy and falſehood to the church as general teach- 
er and paſtor of the church, or ſpeaking, as it is 
termed, ex cathedrg; that is, it is impoſſible that 
he ſhould ever propoſe error as a rule of faith to 
the univerſal church. All Catholics, excepting a 
few adherents to the innovating Biſhop of Piſtoia, 
acknowledge that a council is not neceſſary. to con- 
demn errors without appeal, becauſe dogmatical 
conſtitutions of the Holy See, at leaſt when accep- 
ted or not rejected by the epiſcopal body, are rules 
of faith, whereas all biſhops without the Pope could 
never abſolutely ſorm ſuch à rule. Hence it is in- 

ferred 


( 46 J 
ferred that the Pope muſt have ſome infallibility, 
and there are authors who allow a portion of it to 
every biſhop. Our oath alone refuſes all to that 
biſhop, whoſe ſupremacy over the church is an ar- 
ticle of revealed religion. Indeed I know not what 
to do with this injudicious clauſe. It is perfectly 
irrelevant to the purpoſe of giving ſecurity to go- 
vernment for our allegiance, for we have already 
ſworn that the Pope, whether fallible or infallible, 
| has no power in thoſe points in which the temporal 
power is ſuppoſed to fear him, Even the opinion 
of antecedent infallibility is abſolutely harmleſs. 
The object of it is, that when the ſupreme paſtor 
after due conſideration declares any propoſition to 
be or not to be conformable to the chriſtian catholic 


tradition of revealed truths, he is ſo guided by the 


ſpirit of God as not to give a falſe deciſion, even 
_ previouſly to the acquieſcence of the other bifhaps 


of the ehurch. Why muſt this theological opinion 


be forfworn ? Why.muſt Catholics who believe it 


true, be deprived of the benefit ef an act which 


ought to relieve all or none? Why muſt they be 
held out to their country as Papifts who cheriſh 
dangerous and unſociable principles. If the clauſe 
however muſt be inſerted in compliance with un- 


generous prejudices, let it at leaſt be faid, that 
* papat infallibility even in dogmatical matters is 
1 no decided article of catholic faith, no term of ca- 


« tholic communion.” - 
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Epiſcopal | | 
authority. * ee theſe tea againſt 
the propoſed oath my principal aim is to convince 
my catholic brethren who bave hitherto waited for 
5 information, that the ſentence of their biſhops was 
grounded in reaſon before it was announced to 
them by authority. I have not heard from the bi- 
ſhops the particular motives on which each of them 
has rejected the teſt, but it may be believed that the 
reaſons which have been here alledged did not 
eſcape them. It appears equally certain that the 
teſt would not have exhibited ſo many radical de- 
fefts, if it had been originally ſcrutinized by the 
guardians of our faith before it was produced to the 
\ public and handed up to government as the accu- 
rate expreſſion of our loyalty. The want of this 
precaution is the more to be lamented, as the expe- | 
A rience of eighteen centuries has uniformly proved 
Ei the incapacity of all perſons, who' are not of the 
| epiſcopal order, to pronounce upon concerns of 
religion, and to declare without riſk of error what 
is and what is not the truth of God. With heart- | 
felt ſorrow did our prelates ſee themſelves compel- 
led to exert this their higheſt prerogative, conſcious 
that a more confidential intercourſe with them would 
| have: prevented the diſagreeable neceſſity and ad- 
| | juſted an unexceptionable teſt, without compromi- 
AR ſiog the intereſts of that religion which is our firſt. 
| and moſt precious treaſure. As it is derived di- 
rely from heaven, its guardians are alſo appointed 
by the Holy Ghoſt, and their firſt duty is to preſerve 
WMA 1 it 
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it free from thoſe ſtains or ſpecks which will always 
adhere to it from the touch of unconſecrated hands. 
The power of the great and the wiſdom of the 
Tearned are here equally frail, and when without a 
divine miſſion they are applied to the regulating of 
ſpiritual concerns, they only demonſtrate the folly 
and the weakneſs, of whatever is merely human. 
The ſacred depoſit of faith is ſingularly entruſted to 
the epiſcopal order; from them the humble of 
heart receive it, and they alone are commanded to 
declare by divine authority what is conformable to 
and what is diſcordant from its primitive ſimplicity. 
This is their heavenly truſt, and while they aſpire at 
the reward of faithful witneſſes, they muſt dread 
the judgment which will be uttered againſt dumb 
dogs whom cowardice or intereſt ſhould induce to 
ſuppreſs the alarm when the great object of their 
care i is endangered. Their line of duty is moſt dif. 
tinaly marked, © they cannot but ſpeak the things 
« which they have ſeen and heard”, they are conſti- 
tuted witneſſes of evangelical truth, and wo to them 
if they do not preach it! They know that the di- 
vine author of religion has provided for its perpe- 

tuity by the exiſtence of living authority, and this 
authority 18 veſted in them, They did not court or 
ſollicit it, they were called they were choſen to it, 


they received the charafter of witneſſes from the 


never-failing power of Peter, their miſſion from him 


is the patent of their veracity, it is the warrant of 


their claim to our ſubmiſſion and obedience. Reli- 
gion is learned and believed on the evident moral 
certainty” 
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certainty of living tradition, and as this is the eerti- 
tude moſt ſuited to the nature of man, ſo living au- 
| thority is neceſſary to ſupport it. The author of our 
faith has therefore provided living guardians to 
protect it, he has promiſed them his Spirit, he has 
aſſured us that they are is witneſſes, and he there- 
fore requires our bumble ſubmiſſion to their teſti- 
mony. None but they can render authentic teſti- 
mony of what they have heard, becauſe no other 
perſons can ſhew their patent from him, © who has 
* choſen them to go and to bring in _— fruit of 
„his word which will remain for ever.” Their 
apoſtolical miſſion is undiſputed, and the firſt exer- 
ciſe of it is their recent condemnation of a well de- 
ſigned but miſtaken teſt, which they on the part of 
God tell us, will endanger our faith. Such is their 
teſtimony, aud could they ſuppreſs it? The moment 
before they received the ſacred unction of the Holy 
Ghoſt by the impoſition of hands, I heard them 
utter at the foot of the altar their ſolemn pro- 
feſſion of catholic ſaith, they ſwore in the preſence 
of God that they would ever maintain it pure and 
unaltered as they received it from their conſecrator, 
they vowed to perpetuate the teaching of it with- 
out addition or retrenchment, and never to con- 
ſent to any alteration of it. Alas! they could not ſo 
far © negle& the graee which was in them by the 
__ * zmpoſition of hands,” as to ſtifle the truth of which 
they were ſo recently eſtabliſhed witneſſes. Others 
might indeed give evidence of this ſame truth, for 


Oy God in — the certainty of the 
moral 


FF. 

Motel evidence of tradition permits buman means 
to be employed td alcettaĩn it, but our biſhops alone 
poſſeſs divine authority to demand credit to their 
aſſertions. We know and they Know what has al- 
ways been taught i in catechiſms, in public liturgies, 
in paſtoral inſtrüctions of their predeceſſors; we 
can learn by the efforts of our own enquiries what 
has always been taught by the firft apoſtolical chair; 
we may diſcern whether new aſſertions are' of are 
not conformable to out ancient leſfotis i in matters of 
faith; our lectures may be true, blit thoſe of our 
i bitiops are certain « and thoſe who will not believe' 
them will be condemned.” The ſeal of divine 
revelation, which muſt be impfinted on all that we 
believe, is entruffed to them, they have no intereſt 
to forge a falſe impreſſion, they have on the coh- 


trary every cogent motive to deliver the truth to us 
without any alteration or diſguiſe. The biſhop who 


ſhould fo far prevaricate as to contradict it Would 


ſoon ſee his turpitude revealed, he would be accuſed 
before his brethren and the common father of the 


faithful as an innovator of the common doctrine of 


the church, and wherever this misfortune has hap- 
pened, reclamations, ſcandal and contuſion have 


been the inevitable conſequence. It may here in- 


deed be obſerved, that the error of a patticular bi- 
ſhop is mot excluded by the general providence 


which watches over the perpetuity of catholic faith; 


and though every ' biſhop is a ſucceſſor of the epolles | 


and a Judge of faith, yet the church bas never un- 


derſtood that univerſality of juriſdiflion and dogma- 


H tical 


— 93 — — — — - 
— <3 ner tn — —— — — — — po _ Xe 4 8 
— . — — 2 — as. <a. P 3 <2 - 2 — - - 

1 = * = 4 — Ot = D cx EAA — - — Ra _ — WF WS: 50g „„ ͤ K © — 

— — — | | — . Ei = 

ö Rn 9 — — — 3 ele « 2 = I ogy _— — — po — — — — 

— 3 a : ——— D —— 
Q 


— —— 


0 

— 
—ͤ—ũ—6——ͥ— — — 
— 


reer 


—_— * 
2 . - 
« 


. 
2 
— 


„ r rr 
B rr - 
n — , — 5 


— 
— 


—— 3 NN 


— ge Pa | „ ———— * 
— 2 . a4 23 >. =, SS 
ETC 5. 26 DEE ——— IE GE — 


$a Cas "0 
- * — 
8 - 
od —_ e 2 
—— . — —ę— 


— 4 tn 


A=. 


£ — —̃ A— P Da 
— — et. 4 — CSS 


—— — SY 


7 a «mt 


—_ 


—ä———àͥ—V— — eaten. 


— 


. 


tical infallibility neceſſarily deſcend from the primi- 
tive apoſtles to each one of their ſucceſſors; it ſuf- 
fices that they be reſerved for him who is the Head 
ſupreme of all. But though inerrancy in faith be 
not the individual Privilege of each in his own aſ- 
ſigned department, it is ſtill the undoubted preroga- 
tive of their venerable body, when in union with 
their chief they jointly deliver the doctrines of eter- 
nal life, Each of them is individually deputed to 
give evidence of this doctrine, and far from degrad- 
ing the epiſcopal character by calling them witneſſes 
of the general faith of the church, I exactly enforce 
the idea which Chriſt gives of his apoſtles * 
« ſhall be witneſſes unto me” AQs i. I aſcribe to 
them the very character which they aſſumed © We 
„have ſeen and do bear witneſs—that which we 
have ſeen and have heard we declare unto you“. 
1 John i. Each biſhop then is an authentic wit- 
neſs, and as he is commiſſioned to give evidence of 
the word of life, the obligation of believing him 
would enſue as a conſequence direct, even though 
it were not enjoined by a poſitive and ſpecial pre- 
cept. For though he claim not individual infalli- 
blity in all his deciſions on faith, yet we know that 
when he ſpeaks in uniſon with his colleagues in 
epiſcopacy, and eſpecially with the common head 
of the ſacred hierarchy, his inſtructions bear the 
evident print of divine truth, and of conſequence 
command ſubmiſſion. The only circumſtance in 
which it can be witheld, is the ſingle caſe in which 


his doctrine ſhould be diſavowed w his mitred col- 
| leagues 


„ 


leagues or by che ſupreme paſtor, ab any 4 
tion from univerſal doctrine would quickly excite 
ſuch oppoſition. The general doctrine of the church 
cannot be new, and whoever teaches what the church 


knows not, is an innovator. Uniformity of belief 


in the different diſperſed churches has always been 
and is now the certain ſign of antiquity and apoſto- 
lical immutability of faith, and theſe divine characters 
cannot be atteſted in a more ſafe and certain man- 
ner, than by the voice of the paſtors who are eſta- 
bliſhed guardians to watch and witneſſes to give evi- 
dence of it. This apoſtolical commiſſion at once 
removes every doubt of the truth of their teſtimony, 


becauſe when they agree with their head and with 


the body of their colleagues, they can neither be 
deceived nor deceive us, © for Chriſt is with them 
to the conſummation of ages.” If then a rational 
doubt of the doctrine of my biſhop ſhall ariſe, 1 
will interrogate the church, the central church 
where all articles of common doftrine reunite, — 
I need not go ſo far; if my biſhop be in error, all 
other catholic witneſſes of faith will quickly con- 
found him, I ſhall catch the eccho of their voices, 
the ſcandal of innovation will be reprobated from 


every quarter. Each one will tell us what he has 


heard upon the conteſted matter, and the authority 
of their ſupreme head will unite them all in one 
common docttine. If our new prelates zealous to 
fulfil their conſecration-oath of preſerving the pu- 


rity of doctrine had iſſued forth from the ſanftuary 
and had cried aloud, © Attend O brethren in Chriſt, 
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tt we are witneſſes of catholic doctrine, we give te- 
0 ſtimony to Chriſt and ſubmiſſion is your duty. 

There are diviſions among you on points connec · 
* ted with your faith, but we deliver to you what 
8 we have heard. We have heard and we witneſy 
we « th t the Faithful of Chriſt are known by the names 
40 of P. roteſters and Diſſenters, and that ſuch appel- 

6 lations are conformable to the practice and de- 
« ſerve the approbation of the church. We have 
6 heard and we witneſs that it is allowable to ſwear 
5 that opinions: are heretical, which neither the writ- 
40 ten word of God nor any warranted tradition of che 
10 church has branded with ſuch E! cenſure. You 


44 believe the ſupremacy of the firſt biſhop over all | 


6 the church as an article revealed, but you may 


1 * ſwear that this ſupreme governor has no, autho- 
7 rity over particular churches; he has the Pleni- 


* tude of ſpiritual power, he may bind ang. looſe, 
but we have beard that. be cannot difolve or an- 
« null any ſpiritual tie whatſoever; he is appointed 
* by Chriſt to confirm the faith of his — — and 
10 to teach the whole flock, and though moſt an- 
15 cient and modern catholic cburchey concur to 


« revere his oracles of doctrine as irre for mable, you 
0 may ſafely ſeear that they are fallible. If this. 


had been the firſt eſſay; of our prelates in their epiſe 
copal career, what, ſcandal what conluſion would 
have enſued! Their colleagues in epiſcopacy mult 
have contradicted. their evidence, the firſt. biſhop. 
Ke have recalled, them to the unity of venerable. 


adition, and if they had Freed, to ſubmit, we wok. 
ave 
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have looked up to the chair of Peter, while they 


might have herded with the ſchiſmatics of Utrecht 


and Piſtoia, or in the pride of innovation have 
founded a new ſect of their own. But it is our hap- 


pineſs to poſſeſs prelates equally orthodox in faith 


and zealous to maintain the ſound doctrine, their 
firſt t teſtimony to us is the very reverſe of the ad- 
| dreſs which we have luppoleg, it is applauded by 
all ſurrounding prelates, it is warranted by the appro- 
bation of the ſupreme paſtar, it is ſtamped with 
every known wark of catholicity, and Hall we heſi- 
marked as d = fame fan i i which arders 
them to preach, alſo commands us to obey. We 
have the warrant of Chriſt that authority is neceſ- 
ſary to maintain the purity of faith, that of biſhops 
is derived from him, the right path is plainly point- 
ed out to us, and nobody can be ſeduced from it 
unleſs be freely chules to deviate into error. The 
living witneſſes of our faith cannot miſlead us but 
by our own fault, they cannot domineer over our 
faith, and if they ſhould announce tenets diſcordant 
from the general doftrine, we ſhould quickly detect 
their perſidy. We profeſs to believe, not the faith 
of our biſhop, but the faith of the catholic church 
of which he is lawfully. deputed to give evidence to 
us, and without the ſtrongeſt reaſons to ſuſpect his 
veracity, it were a crime to diſpute it. If in the 
preſent caſe any man can rationally douht of the 
teſtimony Which his biſhop has delivered, let him 


nn of the church, let bim conſult its living 
| | head, 
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head, let him interrogate other prelates who are eſta- 
bliſhed with him judges and witneſſes of faith. Has 
any catholic biſhop ever heard, can any catholic 
biſhop witneſs that the faithful of Chriſt may Jaw- 
fully reſign the name of that church, which, can be 
but one and can have but one name ? What bi- 
ſhop has ever heard that we may lawfully ſwear to 
what we do not certainly know? What biſhop 
knows, that the dogmatical decifions of his chief 
may be reformed by ſubaltern juriſdictions which 
are dependant on him ? What biſhop has ever heard 
that the ſupreme paſtor of the whole church has no 
authority over a particular congregation? that his 
power of binding and unbinding is reſtrained and 
fruſtrated by every poſſible oath? Alas! every bi- 
thop in the church has heard the contrary to” all this, 
and every biſhop to whom theſe queſtions have 
been referred, has given evidence ſimilar to that 
which our own prelates have delivered. We muſt 
conclude, that to ſpeak in the preſent circumſtances 
was an indiſpenſable 'duty of our biſhops, and that. 
filence would have” been / treachery to the cauſe 
which; they are bound to defend. Doubts and un- 
eaſineſs had pervaded the whole flock, on every ſide 
a deciſion was demanded, all faces were turned to 
them, they were poſſeſſed of the truth, and could- 
they detain it captive? They regret the diſtreſſing 
neceſſity of contradicting the moſt diſtinguiſhed” 
perſonages of their flock, whoſe good intentions 
they acknowledge, whoſe virtues they reſpett, whoſe 
ng: in catholicity i is an additional motive to 

remove 
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remove them out of the reach of thoſe multiplied 
dangers which now on every fide enſnare the fim- 


plicity of catholic faith. - Diſreſpe& for ancient 


principles has produced, among our neighbors an 
open revolt againſt. the venerable authority of the 


church; this rebellion is the horrid triumph of an 


hypocritical ſett who have long palliated with the 


maſk of ſanctity their ſyſtematical attacks againft 


the faith of the church, and our prelates know that 
their ſchiſmatical principles have found a few abet- 
tors even among us. Their deareſt wiſh is to ſecure 
us all from the contagion of theſe errors, and if they 
feel any partiality, it is in favour of the reſpeQable 
perſonages who have taken the lead in the nego- 


ciations inſtituted for our common relief. Their 


rank, their labours, their zeal, their love of their 


religion are additional incitements to our biſhops 


to diſplay in their regard the plenitude of epiſcopal 
vigilance, to guard them againſt the moſt diſtant 


approach of involuntary error, and their ſteady ad- 


herence to catholicity affords. a well-grounded con- 


fidence, that they will either withdraw the reprehen- 
ſible clauſes from the teſt, or frame another in con- 
junction with our prelates which ſhall not affect the 


intereſts of our unalterable religion. 


The principle upon which an oath of e | 


ought to be conſtructed, is to ſecure the indepen- 


dency and complete ſovereignty of the civil power 
and the ſubmiſſion of ſubjects to it in all civil and 
temporal concerns, without compromiſing the juſt 


rights of the ſpiritual power or involving queſtions 


capable | 


—y— — . —— — 
< - 5 . _ VIS 2 


— 
— 


— ä — — ons 
. 0 ISCSI 


IE REC AR IRE IEREAGAS. 


— — — 


— 


—ů— - — — = 
... AY EEC ERR HS READ IEEE A 
3 
oy * p Se D 7 
— 


1 
1 
" 
1 
1 
4 
(1 
1 >| 
1 
LE | 
1 
1 2 
11 
* 
| mn 
1 
| 
18 
Jo. 
$ 
2 
a1 
1 
: 
10 
if} 
(4 
4. 
it 
1 
44 
fl 


— 


— 


88 
— 


— 


2 
— 
— 


— — 


— . — 
— EY — A > De . 


— 
r 


rr Fin 


—— 


—— — 


LE 


2 — — » * 2 


— . i . Lc, 25% 
SS S 2 * 


158510 


capibis of alarming tender coniſeiences. The med. 
ing of every phraſe ſhould flaſh like light upon the 
' rinderflinding, no expreſſion ſhould be ſuſceptible 
of two meanings, and conſequentiy ns explanations | 
| ould be wiſhed for. Juſtice, judgment and truth 
ſhould be the invariable cHaracters of every clatife ;' 
no ambiguous latitude of expreſſion ſhould be 2. 
mitted, every phraſe, every word ſhodld fit elofe and 
be tightly mortifed in its place, the maſter-workman' 
ſhould appear in every line. If it be true, as we are 
conſtantly aſſured, that his Majeſty' s miniſters only 
demand on our part a conſcientious pledge for the 
independency of the civil power and for our ſub- 
miſſion to it, what claim to diſcretion can thoſe 
men advance, who have overcharged the teſt with 
words no way requiſite for that purpoſe ? How dif. 
ferent was the ſpirit, and at the ſame time how fa- 
| tisfactory to ſenſe and reaſon was the language of 
our fathers, when they drew up their catholic de- 
claration about the year 1661, ſoon after the” mani. | 
feſto of King Charles II. from Breda in favour of 
tender conſciences! I copy part of this declaration, 
becauſe if the principle of it had bèen followed in 
the preſent time, it would eaſily have produced a ſa- 
tisfactory teſt of allegiance, at Which no conſcience 
could have been. alarmed. Unhappily the authors 
of the preſent oath ſeem to hive been rather influ. 
enced by that ſpirit of jealouſy againſt the ſpiritual 
power, which ever ſince the days of Eliſabeth has 
more or leſs diſturbed and diſtreſſed the remnants of 
E in this ä Monumente of the laſt 
century 
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century ſtill exiſting prove beyond a doubt, that 
ſome, though few, Catholics were then contriving 
plans to render their whole body entirely indepen- 


dent of the ſpiritual authority of the Holy See, and 


is there not reaſon to ſuſpect that the ideas of theſe 
men have been or may be reſumed in the preſent 
period? Different were the ſentiments of thoſe 
who wrote and approved the declaration above men- 
tioned, which after the preamble proceeds thus. 
In the firſt place we do declare that our obe- 
« dience to our prince is an article of our faith 
« grounded upon the unalterable word of God, and 
this not only to princes of our own religion, but 
e alſo to thoſe who are enemies to it: We do 
in the next place declare that it is no article of 
our faith, that by virtue of the ſpiritual juriſdic- 
tion acknowledged by us in the Pope, he has any 
* authority to depoſe a king or to abſolve his ſub- 
« jects from their obedience; and the truth of both 
« theſe declarations we are ready to confirm by 
%o; . And we further declare, that if at any 
*« time the Pope ſhall attempt to execute the pre- 
* tended power, we are ready with our lives and 
« fortunes to oppoſe him. Thus we acknowledge 
* ourſelves to be bound by the articles of our reli- 
gion to obey our ſovereign, and we ſwear that 


we will obey him, and this in oppoſition to all 


- * Britiſh Catholics have now poſitively ſworn that 
the Pope has no ſuch authority, and they are willing to 


repeat this oath, ; wu 
I foreign 
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„foreign and domeſtic power whatever without 
« reflrition. We know not what greater ſecurity 
« can be given by a ſubje& to his prince of his 
« obedience and fidelity, than the pawn of his reli- 
11 gion delivered in its doctrine, and the ſacrifice of 
1s his will declared in an oath. Nor have we beard 
© of an oath required in any country by princes 
« from their ſubjects extending farther than a pro- 
« miſe of ſubjettion and conformity of the wills 
« and deeds of the ſubjects to the laws and authority 
of their ſovereign. Hence we hope that it will 
« appear to the right honourable Lords and Come 
„ mons in Parliament, and to all diſpaſſionate Chri- 
« ſtians, that there is nothing either in our princi- 
« ples or in our practices that can any way weaken 
V our fidelity to our king, fince on one ſide religion 
commands us to obey him, and on the other ſide 
« we ſwear to oppoſe all powers that ſhall invade 
« him, If yet there can remain any prejudice a. 
« gainſt the principles of our religion as being pre- 
* tended inconſiſtent with our fidelity to our ſove- 
0 reign and our peaceable agreement with our fellows 
10 ſubjetis, we humbly intreat our chriſtian brethren 
« to be ſo charitable as to acquaint us with their 
e objections, and we ſhall endeavour to anſwer 
them with that humility which becomes achriſtian 
© cauſe, and with _ aſſurance which is natural to 
* our innocence.” 

Our preſent gracious ſovereign and parkiginent 
have ſentiments not leſs generous than thoſe of 
bo roo U. at Breda, and if this piece had been af. 
ſumed 
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' fumed as the baſis of an oath, goverament would 
have been ſatisfied, and our union among ourſelves 
would not have been diſturbed. 


The obſervations which have been bitherto made 


might eaſily be extended to 2 greater length, and 


comprehend other important difficulties which ariſe 


from the conſideration of the oath. I leave to 
others to remark the general tendency of it, humb- 
ling and diſgraceful to the ſacred religion of the 
catholic church, which is every where ſuppoſed to in- 
ſtil prigciples hoſtile to morality and ſubverſive of 
civil ſociety. And though this injurious ſuppoſi- 
tion be laid to the account of the unjuſt preventions 
of our countrymen, yet nothing can excuſe the apo- 


logiſts of the oath for admitting the truth of ſome 


of their imputations, for upbraiding their virtuous 
anceſtors with the ſoureſt of epithets, for reviling 
the venerable biſhops of Rome for ſuppoſed abuſes 
of their ſpiritual powers, for repreſenting them as 
continually darting their Vatican thunders to ſtrike 
the ſword from-the hands of kings and of civil ma- 
| giltrates. Alas! the meek and inſulted pontiff, who 
ſits on St. Peter's throne, labours only to ſecure the 
depoſite of faith, and to direct his gentle influence 
to ſtrengthen the ſceptre tottering in the monarch's 
| hands. Perſuaſion, advice, good example, prayer 


and entreaty are the weapons which be employs, 


meekneſs and condeſcenſion mark every action of 
modern catholic biſhops throughout the church. 
They are every where inſulted, outraged and pilla- 
ged. their voice ſounds not in the leet, they are 

I 2 | no 


Ve; 
no where reſolute, ſtern and ſteady, excepting when 
they are obliged to declare the dogma of faith or 
ſtigmatiſe novel opinions; they are every where 
elſe meek like the lamb of God, but here they are 
lions of Judah. Look up to the French biſhops and 


admire, look up to our own, and bleſs God, that the 


primitive ſpirit glows in them with unabated ar- 
dour. I have looked into eccleſiaſtical hiſtories, 
undoubtedly our oath-framers have ſtudied them 
much more. But if they have not marked the uſe 
which catholic biſhops in every age have made of 
their ſacred authority in announcing the oracles of 
God, they have trifled their time and they may 
return to their ſtudy. They may have learned the 
dates of councils, the wiles of heretics, the hiſtories 
of martyrs, the foundations of ſees, the revolutions 
of religious orders; but with all this knowledge, 
if they have not felt with reſpe& and awe that 
ſelf-conſcious independence of biſhops, that un- 
erring certainty, that elevated confidence, that un- 
controulable dignity, 1 had almoſt ſaid, that impe- 
rious that lordly tone in which they announce the 
truths of reyelation and blaſt the pretenſions of no- 
velty; they may know all the reſt, but they have 
overlooked the brighteſt feature in the hiſtory of 
the church of God. Our prelates have aſſumed 
this apoſlolical ſtyle, never can they alter or with- 


draw the decißon which they have uttered, they 


have ſaid to us non licet, their word muſt ſtand for 
ever, and though prudential motives and even re- 


gard for their * * _ induce them to 
withold 
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 withold the ſpecific qualifications of the errors 


which they condemn, yet our own reflections and 
the obſervations which have been made muſt con- 


vince us, that the objects of their cenſure are in- 


conſiſtent with catholic faith and catholic morality. 
The diſcordance indeed is obvious, and though no 


private perſon can pronounce with authority, I am 


not afraid of being diſavowed by thoſe who hold it, 
when I aſſert on the credit of what has been already 
alledged, that the aſſumption of the heterodox title 
of Proteſiing Difſenters is an affront to the catholic 
religion to which no biſhop can conſent without bes 
traying his truſt, 
With equal confidence J maintain that to ſwear 
to an evident falſehood is inconſiſtent with chriſtian 
morality, and that therefore our prelates are bound 
to hinder us from pronouncing upon oath that the 
depoſing doctrine (which we otherwiſe renounce 
and rejeR) is 2mpous, damnable and heretical. No 
proof has been alledged that it deſerves either of 
the two firſt qualifications, and the poor ſubterfuge 
of a ſcholaſtic quibble by which the addreſs attempts 
to prove it heretical, is acknowledged even by the 
abettors of the oath to be inſufficient, Materzaltter 
and formaliter are a well known hobby-horſe of 
the ſchools, and young logicians, when nearly over- 
ſet by a three-forked argument, often uſe them as 
ſtilts to ſtalk out of the mire. But the learned in- 
terpreters of our oath can never make either fide 
of the diſtinction the ſound baſis of a conſcientious 
oath, when it is conſidered that no doctrine, how- 
ever 
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ever falſe it may be, can in any ſenſe be termed he- 
retical, unleſs it manifeſtly contradict ſome known 


dogma or deciſion of the church, and the Sorboniſts, 


upon whoſe authority we are invited to ſwear, will 
never prove the doctrine in queſtion to come under 


this deſcription. Theſe doftors were not the moſt 


reſpectable perſons of their faculty, and when they 
pronounced the depoſing doctrine to be materially 
heretical becauſe they concerved it to be contrary 


to the word of God, they might have remembered 


that a torrent of doftors, even of their own body, 
in preceding ages had maintained this very doctrine 
to be conformable to the divine truth of holywrit, and 
might, therefore, on their own grounds, have pro- 
nounced the opinion contrary to it to be a material 
hereſy. Alas! if a few Sorboniſts are to rule our 
judgments of doctrines and opinions, what extrava- 
gancies ſhall we not adopt! Did not Sorboniſts de- 
cide in favour of Henry VIII's divorce from Queen 


Catharine ? Did not Sorboniſts pronounce the law- 


fulneſs of depoſing the laſt of the Valois? Did not 


Sorboniſts declare the firſt and beſt of the Bourbons 


incapable of inheriting the crown? Have not Sor- 
boniſts in this century ſupported the ſchiſm of Jan- 
ſenius? And are there not Anglo-Sorbonifts among 


us, who adviſe us to diſobey our biſhops? In the 


qualifying of religious or moral dottrines upon oath, 
we look not up to private men, we wait the deciſion 
of the biſhops of the church who alone and ex- 
cluſively are the judges of faith appointed by the 
author of our religion, and till their ſentence fhall 
be 


EQ] 
de iſſued, we muſt deem it a duty to ſubmit to the 
wiſe precept by which the holy ſee, to maintain 


charity and decency in catholic ſchools, ſtriftly pro- 
| hibits the ſevere cenſuring of controverted opinions, 
on which the church has not pronounced a defini- 


tive judgment*, The conduct of the Sorboniſts in 
the addreſs demonſtrates the neceſſity of this pre- 


CEPt, | 
If it be perjury to FW to a clauſe which is 


falſe, it is alſo inconſiſtent with morality to ſwear. 
to what we cannot certainly know, and our biſhops 


would again betray their truſt, if they ſuffered an 
unlimited renunciation of papal infallibility to be 
propounded in an oath, when they know that many 
Catholics believe this doctrine to be true and no 


Catholic whatever can polibly know that it is 


falſe. 

As the mentioned clauſes are contrary to chez 
ſtian morality, fo that which denies to the ſpiritual 
power all right of interference with all laws and 
with the eccleſiaſtical government of a particular 


nation, and that which univerſally renounces the 


diſpenſing power, may be deemed inconſiſtent with 
catholic faith, The firſt is a denial of that ſupre- 
macy and univerſal juriſdiction of the chief of bi- 
ſhops which we believe as an article revealed, and 
the ſecond denies and abjures an eſſential part of 
that 1 Though an unauthoriſed indivi- 


* Vid. præcept. Ianac. XI. ad calcem Dec. 2. 
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dual, 
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dual, I fear not to be correfted by my biſhop for 
this affertion, becauſe the words of the clauſe in 
their obvious ſenſe directly militate againſt a known 
dogma of catholicity, and the explanation which 
has been offered can never ſoften the inflexible 
rigour of the terms, to the plain and obvious 
meaning of which I am called to ſwear. The un- 
expected interpretation * that the clauſe is intended 
« only to deny a right to legiſlate in temporal con- 
* cerns, and to enforce ſpiritual legiſlation by co- 
« ercion of a temporal nature,” is too remote from 
probability to be admitted as the baſis of an' oath. 
It cannot be believed that any man of ſound judg- 
ment would ſeriouſly require the Catholics to ab. 
jure a power in the Pope to enact civil laws for 
this kingdom, or to enforce his ſpiritual mandates 
by temporal coercion, by fleets and armies, by com- 
pulſory forms of law, by conſtables, meſſengers and 
ſerjeants. The impoſſibility of ſuch a ridiculous 
exertion of ſpiritual ſupremacy is as apparent as 
the abſurdity of renouncing it is palpable; and if 
ſuch an idea had ever diſtorted the brain'of a fa- 
natic, he would have found words to expreſs it 
very different from thoſe which we read in the 
oath, and which, if they have any meaning at all, 
muſt import a renunciation of that ſpiritual ſupre- 
macy which we will never deny. 

The admiſſion of mental reſervation in an x oath 
is unworthy of chriſtian ſincerity, and it is rejected 
in diſtin” and clear terms in our teſt. It appears a 
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fair conſequence, - that whoever ſhould | accept 
the other clauſes under the; reflriftions and reſer- 
vations ſpecified in the addreſs, cannot pronounce 
this final clauſe without i incurring the guilt of per- 
jury. | ; 
| WT | mult be he. that the e bither · 
to made furniſh a complete ſolution of the difficulty 
which a miſtaken; ſenſe of honour has ſuggeſted to 


ſeveral well-meaning Catholics, who conceive that 


their. acceptance of the proteſtation in 1789 muſt 
bind them to admit the bath in its preſent form, 
and that a refuſal of the latter would be conſidered 


by their countrymen as a mean departure from the 


ſentiments Which the former expreſſed. But it is 
an undoubted truth that every Catholic in the na- 
tion continues to abominate every wicked and un- 
ſocial principle which the proteſtation rejects, and 
thoſe who either refuſed to ſign it or have ſince re- 
pented of their ſignature, ground their objections to 
it ſolely on the want of accuracy. and diſcrimination 
in the inſtrument, whereby ſome tenets which are 


true and lawful are reprobated in common with 


others which are and ought to be diſclaimed. But 
independently of this conſideration, the oath has 
| Juperadded ſeveral inadmiſſible clauſes which the 
proteſtation did not contain, and the bare inſpection 
of the two inſtruments will convince every impar- 
tial perſon, that the proteſtation exhibits not a 
veſtige of ſome of the very important articles which 
have been cenſured in theſe ſheets. _ BED 
K. 5 The 
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The new title of Proteſting Diſſenters is a mon- 
ſter craftily concealed indeed in the proteſtation, 
but unexpectedly produced in all i its ons the in the 
oath, 

The indecent and falſe qualifications of damna- 
Ble and heretical were not affixed in the proteſtation 
to the depoſing doctrine which every Catholic rejefts, 
and in the form of the oath they invite us to ſweat 
to a falfehood. | | 

The important clauſe which deftroys the foiritual 

fupremacy of the firſt biſhop of the catholic church, 
by denying to him all right of interfering by exer- 
tions of iritual authority in the ecclefiaſiical go» 
vernment of a particular nation, is a moſt eſſential 
deviation from the matter and ſenſe of the proteſta- 
tion, and as it contradicts an article of our faith, it 
muſt deter every Catholic from the oath who un- 
derſtands his religion, and trembles to invoke the 
name of God to a falſehood. 
Jo render this clauſe lawful it muſt be underſtood 
in the ſuppoſed ſenſe which the addreſs endeavours 
to enforce, and it will then falſify the final clauſe 
of the whole inſtrument, by the practice of a mental 
reſtriftion and reſervation, which every Catholic 
abhors, and which this very clauſe tenounces in di- 
reſt terms. | 

I end with obſerving that neither the alterations 
which have been ſuggeſted nor any other amend- 
ments that may be propoſed will ever make the oath 

more ſecure teſt of allegiance or more ſatisfactory 


28 enerous 2 wiſe government than is the oath, 
however 


„ 


however imperſe& it may be, which we willingly | 


pronounced in 1798. This oath then, or at moſt 
2 judicious improvement of it would anſwer every 


reaſonable purpoſe, 


T M E O A T BM. 
AS PUBISHED BY 


THE COMMITTEE, Nov. 25. 1789. 


J, A. B. do ſincerely promiſe and ſwear, that I 


vill be faithful, and bear true allegiance to 

« Majeſty And I do truly 
« and ſincerely acknowledge, profeſs, teſtify, and 
declare, in my conſcience, before God and the 
« world, that our Sovereign 

1 is lawful and righiful of this 
„realm, and all other Majeſty's domi- 
« njons thereunto belonging: and I do ſolemnly and 
* ſincerely declare, that I do believe in my con- 
46 « ſcience, that not any of the deſcendants of the 
« perſon who pretended to be Prince of Wales, 
during the liſe of the late King James the Second, 
and after his deceaſe pretended to be, and took 
„upon himſelf the ſtyle and title of King of 


1 England by the name of James the Third, or of 
K 3 Scotland 
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* Scotland by the name of James the Eighth; or 
the ſtyle and title of King of Great Britain, hath 
* any right or title whatſoever to the crown of this 
& realm, or any dominions thereunto belonging; and 
J renounce, refuſe, and abjure, any allegiance or 
* obedience to any of them; and I do ſwear, that I 
« will bear faith and true allegiance to Majeſty 
" and will defend 

to the utmoſt of my power, againſt all traiterous 
« conſpiracies and attempts whatſoever, which ſhall 
« be made againſt perſon, crown, or dig- 
„ nity; and I will do my utmoſt endeavour to diſ- 
i cloſe and make known to Majeſty 

« and ſucceſſors, all treaſons and traiterous 
© conſpiracies, which I ſhall know to be againſt 
and I do faithfully and fully promiſe, to the utmoſt | 
« of my power, to ſupport, maintain, and defend 
« the ſucceſſion of the crown againſt the deſcendants 
« of the ſaid James, and againſt all other perſons 
« whatſoever; which ſucceſſion by an AA, intitul:d, 
An Att for the further limitation of the crown, 
« and better ſecuring the rights and liberties of the 
« ſubje&, is, and ſtands limited to the Princeſs Sophia, 
« Eleftreſs, and Ducheſs Dowager of Hanover, and 
* the heirs of her body being Proteſtants: And I do 
« ſeear, that 1 do, from my heart, abhor, det:ft and 
* abjure, as impious and heretical, that damnable doc- 
« trine and poſutton, that Princes excommunicated or 
* deprived by the Pope, or any authority of the Ste of 
« Rome, may be depoſed or murdered by their ſub- 
8 jects, or any other perſons whomſoever; and I do 


proteſt 


* proteſt and declare, and do ſolemnly ſwear it to be 
« wy moſt firm and ſincere opinion, belief, and per- 
* ſuaſton, That neither the Pope, nor any General 


„Council, nor any Prieft, nor any Eccleſiaſtical. : 


0 Power whatfoever, can abſolve the ſubjects of this 
* realm, or any of them, from their ailegiance to | 

« ſaid M-jeity ; and that no foreign prince, perſon, 
« prelate,  flate, or potentate, hath, or ought to have, 
any civil juriſdiction or; authority whatſoever 
„within this reelm, or any ſpiritual authority, 
6 power, or juriſeliction whatſoever within thi: realm, 


* thot can, direfly or indireelly, affect or wterfere 


uit the independence, ſovereignty, laws, or con- 


« ſtitution of this kingdom, or with the civil or 
« ecclefraſtical government thereof, as by law ęſta- 
« liſhed; or with the rights, liberties, perſons, or 
properties of the ſubjetts thereof: And that no 
perſon can be abſolved from any fin, nor any fin 
* whatever be forgiven at the pleaſure of any Pope, or 
, any prieſt, or of any perſon whomſcever; And 


that no breach of faith with, or injury to, or holit- 


« lity againſt any perſon whomſoever, can ever be 


« juſtified, by reaſon, or under pretence that ſuch 
e perſon is an heretic or an infidel; Ard that neither 


* the Pope, nor any prelate, nor any prieft, nor any 


% affembly of prelates or prieſts, nor any eccleſraſiical 
hoer whatever, can, at any lime, diſpenſe with, or 
a abſolve me from the obligations of this oath, or of 
any other oath, or of any compact whatſoever; And 
„I do alſo in my conſcience declare and ſolemnly ſwear, 
« that I acknowledge no infallibility in the Pope; and 
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« all theſe things I ao plainly and fincerely declare, 


* acknowledge, and ſwear, according to the/e expreſs 


® words by me ſpoken, and according to the plain and 
* ordinary ſenſe of the fame words, without any 
* egutvocatton, mental evaſion, or ſecret reſeruation 
* whatſoever ; and I do make the aforeſaid proteſta- 
tion, declaration, recognition, acknowledgment, 
4 abjuration, renunciation, promiſe and oath, hearti- 


« Iy, willingly and truly, upon the true faith of a 


« Chriſtian. So help me God.” 
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